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LONDON, FEBRUARY 14, 1891. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 

Tue xist of Queen’s Bench New Trial Cases has been nearly 
cleared ; and as very few final appeals from the Chancery 
Division are ready for hearing, there is a prospect of both 
divisions of the court giving their attention to final appeals fron: 
the Queen’s Bench Division, which have lately considerably 
increased in number. 











In consequence of the serious illness of Lady Lorzs, Lord 
Justice Lopes has been absent from the Court of Appeal on some 
days this week ; and Court of Appeal No. 2 will not sit on Satur- 
day or Monday next. If the Lord Justice should be unable to 
attend on Tuesday, it is understood that the Lord Chancellor will 
sit with the court, and the Queen’s Bench New Trial Paper will 
be proceeded with. 





As WE ANTICIPATED, it has been found necessary to consult 
certain officials of the Chancery Division with a view to the 
making of further rules under the Companies (Winding up) 
Act, 1890, for the purpose of regulating the practice as to the 
———— of petitions for the winding up of companies and 
or expediting the drawing up of orders for compulsory winding 
up. The officials of the Board of Trade are not satisfied with 
the time ordinarily taken in drawing up such orders, and it is 
expected that some stringent provisions will be made for the 
carrying in of briefs and papers necessary for the purpose. From 
what we learn, it will be necessary to watch with some jealousy 
the contemplated changes, and, if possible, the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society should obtain an opportunity of 
seeing the draft of the proposed rules before they are completed. 





We ruryx that our readers will be greatly startled by a letter 
from a correspondent, which will be found elsewhere, with 
regard to the liability for subsequent succession duty on a 
sale under the Settled Land Act. It has, we believe, been 
| universally assumed that the principle established by Re 
| Warner's Settled Estates (29 W. R. 726, 17 Ch. D. 711), with 
_ regard to a sale by the court under the Settled Estates Act, 1877, 
_ applies to a sale under the powers conferred by the Settled Land 
| Act, 1882, and consequently that the liabihty for succession 
duty is shifted from the land sold to the purchase-money or its 
| investments, and that the land in the hands of a purchaser is 
' freed from succession duty. The learned editors of the last 
16 
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edition of Dart on Vendors and Purchasers have given their 
sanction to this view (1 V. & P., 6th ed., p. 316), as have also 
Messrs. Hoop and Cxatiis (Conveyancing and Settled Land 
Acts, 3rd ed., p. 219). And, apart from the above-mentioned 
decision (one of the grounds of which may be inapplicable to 
a sale under the Settled Land Act), it does not seem possible, on 
any fair construction of section 42 of the Succession Duty Act, 
to hold that a conveyance on a sale by the tenant for life, which 

the limitations of the settlement, does not free the 
land from succession duty payable on deaths subsequent to the 
conveyance. It would appear from our correspondent’s letter, 
however, that the Inland Revenue authorities areactually claiming 
from a purchaser, on a sale by a tenant for life under the Settled 
Land Act, succession duty which became payable on the death 
of the tenant for life vendor. We assume that there is no alle- 
gation that the sale under the Settled Land Act was invalid; if 
there is not, it appears to us that the claim should be strenu- 
ously resisted. e should be glad, however, to see the corre- 
spondence with the Inland Revenue authorities. 





A VERY cuRIOUs Pont as to the meaning of the phrase 
“real property” in section 2 of the Married Women’s Property 
Act, 1882, was decided by Mr. Justice Carry in Re Drummond 
and Davies’s Contract. By section 1 (1) of the Act, a married 
woman is capable of disposing of any real or personal property 
as her separate estate in the same manner as if she were a feme 
sole; but this general provision is subject to the particular 
enactment of section 2, that a woman who marries after the 
commencement of the Act is entitled to dispose of all real and 
— property which belongs to her at the time of marriage. 

e above case related to the validity of a deed by which 
married women did not purport to convey property, but simply 
exercised their statutory right to enlarge into an absolute fee 
simple a base fee which they had, previously to marriage, created 
in favour of a third party. They had been originally entitled as 
tenants in tail in remainder to undivided shares of land. The 
deed by which they barred the entail, and conveyed their inter- 
ests, was ineffectual to pass more than a base fee for want of the 
consent of the protector of the settlement. The conveying 
parties were married, one in 1885 and the other in 1889, and at 
a later date in 1889 the base fees fell into possession. Conse- 
quently it became possible, under section 19 of the Fines and 
Recoveries Act, forthe married women to complete the defective 
conveyance and, by enlarging the base fee, to defeat the rights 
of the remaindermen expectant on the determination of the 
estates tail. This accordingly they did, but, in reliance 
upon the provisions of the Married Women’s Property Act, 
the deed was executed by themselves alone, and the formalities 
of the concurrence of the husbands and of separate 
acknowledgment, required by section 40 of the Fines and Re- 
coveries Act, were omitted. Upon a subsequent sale the pur- 
chaser took the objection that this deed was invalid. The sole 
question was, whether the future power to enlarge the base 
fee could be described as real property belonging to the married 
women at the time of marriage. Mr. Justice Currry held that 
it could, and although, in so doing, he certainly gave a liberal 
construction to the term “real property,” it does not seem that 
he unduly extended it. Under the old system of fines and re- 
coveries much doubt was felt as to the reasons which justified a 





tenant in tail in suffering a recovery and so barring the re- 
mainders, after he had already barred his own issue by a fine. 
Mr. Frauxe argued the question very elaborately in one of his 
opinions (Posthumous Works, p. 451), rejecting the notion that | 
any scintilla juris remained in him after the fine, and preferring | 
the more rational view that he simply retained the power to | 
amend his own defective conveyance. But the possession of | 
such power implies control over the legal estate in the land, and 

the power, taken in connection with the previous conveyance, may 

not improperly be regarded as an incident of property. The | 
same view, of course, may be taken of the power now that it is | 
ex conferred by statute, and the possibility of exercising | 
it was, ore, not unreasonably held to be included in the | 
real property belonging to the married women at the time of 

of 


a Consequently, it was exempt from the requirements 
40 of the Fines and Recoveries Act. 


VOLUNTARY SETTLEMENTS have long been the bane of our 
legislators from the statutes of Elizabeth downwards. In spite 
of numerous enactments and a mass of judicial decision, which 
in themselves are sufficient justification for Mr. May’s b 
volume, our statute-framers seem to be still groping in darkness, 
The decision of Mr. Justice Srrrtine in Re Briggs and Spicer 
(reported in another column) throws a new light upon section 47 
of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, and suggests the conclusion that, 
in the endeavour to protect creditors, the Legislature has 
rendered all property the title to which is traced through a 
voluntary settlement practically unsaleable for ten years. This 
section makes void against the trustee in bankruptcy every 
voluntary settlement where the settlor becomes bankrupt 
within two years from the date of such settlement, and further 
provides that if he becomes bankrupt within ten years from the 
same date, such settlement is similarly void, ‘‘ unless the parties 
claiming under the settlement can prove that the settlor was at the 
time of making the settlement able to pay all his debts without 
the aid of the property comprised in the settlement,” and unless 
(which for the present purpose is not material) they can also 
prove that the interest of the settlor in such property had passed 
to the trustee of the settlement on the execution thereof. In 
the case referred to, where some property so settled by a person 
who was clearly solvent was being sold by the trustees for fair 
value, Mr. Justice Strriive held that he could not force the title 
on the purchaser, basing his decision on the grounds that the 
purchaser was a “ party claiming under the settlement,” and 
therefore would be, until the ten years had elapsed, subject 
to the burden of proving a fact of which at the time he 
might have no available evidence. Assuming this decision 
to be correct, was this the intention of the Legislature? 
The learned judge appears to have thought not. ‘‘If the 
subject were under consideration by the Legislature, much, 
possibly, might be said in favour of exempting such purchasers 
and lessees from the heavy burden imposed by section 47, and 
leaving the trustee in bankruptcy his remedy only against the 
property for the time being subject to the trusts of the settle- 
ment. I have, however, simply to construe the section as it 
stands.” So far, then, as the policy of the law of bankruptcy 
goes, it certainly seems clear that the only issue intended to be 
raised by this section was as between “volunteers” on the one 
hand and creditors on the other, and that the phrase “ parties 
claiming under the settlement’? was used to express that 
intention. Whatever may have been the real intention of the 
Legislature, the section has now been judicially interpreted, and 
until that interpretation is declared to be wrong, or the section 
is altered, vendors and purchasers and their professional 
advisers should note that a voluntary settlement creates a flaw 
in the title, and that property so circumstanced is not market- 
able for ten years without a somewhat damaging condition 
of sale. This is in accordance with our conclusion in 
discussing the matter several months ago (34 Soricrrors’ 
JourNAL, 581), where we said that ‘‘the only safe course is to 
decline to accept any title where a voluntary conveyance has 
been made within the preceding ten years, except, indeed, in 
cases where the circumstances of the parties are such as to render 
the bankruptcy of the person making the voluntary conveyance 
highly improbable.” It is curious that the point has not before 
now been the subject of legal decision, more especially as the 
Act of 1869 contained a similar section (section 91), except that 
it was confined to traders. Moreover, the Act of 1869 deliber- 
ately shifted the burden of proof as to solvency upon those claim- 
ing under the settlement, whereas by the former law it was cast 
upon those who sought to impeach it. In both Acts, however, 
the possibility of the property, after it had once been settled, 
changing hands within ten years from the date of the settle- 
ment appears to have been overlooked by the Legislature, If 
this is so some amendment is necessary. What precise form 
that amendment should take we would not venture to suggest, 
but it may be doubted whether it would be sufficient merely to 
add a protective clause. It would probably be found necessary 
to remodel the whole section. 


Wuat 1s Taz amount which may legitimately be indorsed on a 
writ of summons for ‘‘ four-day costs” under Rt. 8. C., ord. 3, r. 7? 
And ought the court to exercise control over the amount of such 
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debt or liquidated demand only shall bear this indorsement, and 
the appendices to the Rules of Court contain two separate forms 
of such indorsement. It is one of the many instances of the 
loose editing which characterizes the rules and forms of 1883 
that these two forms of indorsement differ from one another. 
That given in — A., Part I., No. 2, is as follows :— 
«“ And the sum of £ [or such sum as may be allowed on taxa- 
tion] for costs. If the amount claimed is paid to the plaintiff or 
his solicitor or agent within four days from service hereof further 
proceedings will be stayed.” The repetition of the form given 
in Appendix A., Part III., section 3, omits the words in italics. 
However, the right to taxation is unquestionable. The ordinary 
amount filled in for these costs is £3 3s. On taxation 
the amount would come out less than that, but that 
is the ordinary amount indorsed. For the credit of the 
profession it must be said that the = which re- 
mains with solicitors of claiming what they will, subject 
to taxation, is rarely abused. ut occasionally—generally 
in money-lenders’ actions—excessive amounts are filled in 
for these four-day costs, and the question arises whether the 
words of the indorsement providing that the defendant may 
have the amount taxed contain a sufficient precaution against 
such an abuse of the process of the court. t us consider for 
a moment what actually happens in such cases. The claim on a 
writ is for money lent—say £30—and interest according to 
agreement at ‘‘one shilling in the pound per month,” the 
ordinary method adopted in these cases for claiming interest at 
sixty per cent. per annum. A further claim is made for £5 10s. 
or £6 for the four-day costs. The writ is issued and duly 
served. How is the luckless defendant to know that the 
amount of the costs claimed is double the amount which he can 
be legally called upon to pay? Having no knowledge of law, 
or of scales of costs, and seeing that the writ is issued in the 
name of the Queen, tested in the name of the Lord Chancellor, 
and sealed with the seal of the Supreme Court, what reason 
has he to doubt that the amount of costs inserted in the blank 
space in the printed form is authoritative? It certainly appears 
desirable that some precaution should be taken to prevent the 
a of the court from being abused in the way we have 
escribed. A limit of £3 3s. might very properly be fixed as a 
maximum applicable to all cases except where the writ is issued 
for service out of the jurisdiction. 





THE RECENT DECISION of the Court of Appeal in Re Joshua 
Stubbs (Limited) (ante, p. 223) is a useful illustration of the 
practice of the court where, in the course of the winding up of 
a company, a contest arises between the debenture-holders and 
the liquidator as to the appointment of a receiver on behalf of 
the debenture-holders. Originally there was a tendency in the 
courts of first instance to leave the mortgagees of a company 
to enforce their claim in the winding up, and consequently, 
under section 87 of the Companies Act, 1862, permission to take 
proceedings on their own account was refused to them. But 
this tendency was checked, largely through the influence of 
Jxsset, M.R., and the rights of the mortgagees were regarded 
as paramount, so that they were entitled to permission unless 
there was some special ground to the contrary, or unless they 
were offered in the liquidation all they vould obtain in proceed- 
ings under their security. This was decided by Re David Lloyd 
§ Co, (25 W. R. 872, 6 Ch. D. 339), where the mortgagees were 
allowed to continue an action of foreclosure. A distinction, 
however, has been taken where the mortgagees have to come to 
the court to ask for the appointment of a receiver, and as this 
is a matter within the discretion of the court, which will not 
endure to have two sets of receivers (Campbell v. Compagnie 
Générale de Bellegarde, 24 W. 1%. 578, 2 Ch. D. 181), the general 
rule is that the mortgagees must be content to accept the official 
liquidator : Perry v. Oriental Hotels Co. (18 W. R. 779, L. R. 5 
Ch. 420). Where, on the contrary, the mortgagees, or deben- 
ture-holders, are not obliged to come to the court, but have 
“Gee themselves to appoint a receiver, the above considerations 
o not apply, and in this, as in any other proceedings taken 
under their security, they aro entitled to proceed as they think 
best. Consequently, in Ze Henry Pound, Son, § Ilutchins 





(Limited) (42 Ch. D. 402), the Court of Appeal acceded to the 
request of the debenture-holders that their receiver inight go into 
ion and oust the official receiver. In the t case a 
receiver had been already appointed by the court, and the ques- 
tion was whether he must give way to the official liquidator. 
According to the general principle stated above, he must have 
done so, but the result shews that the principle is subject to the 
considerations of convenience by each particular case. 
Owing to the condition of the affairs of the company—the 
business had been closed and nearly all the capital af w 
there was little for the official liquidator to do, and the Court of 
Appeal consequently, affirming the decision of Kexewicn, J. 
(ante, p. 109, 39 W. R. 200), decided that there was no reason 
why the debenture-holders’ receiver should give way to him. 





THERE HAS BEEN a widespread feeling of dissatisfaction with 
regard to the monopoly supposed to be intended to be granted 
to the Solicitor to the Board of Trade with regard to business 
connected with proceedings under the Companies Acts. On this 
subject we are enabled to publish the following letter from the 
Board of Trade, addressed to a well-known practitioner :— 


** Board of — 
‘* Whitehall-gardens, 
**10th February, 1891. 

‘* Sir,—Referring to your letter of the 29th ult. addressed to the 
President of the Board of Trade, I am directed by the Board of Trade to 
inform you that while their solicitor will commonly act for the Official 
Receiver in proceedings under the Companies Acts involving questions of 
public policy or the investigation of conduct, it is not intended in the 
ordinary administration of a company’s estate to establish any exclusive 
system in the employment of professional agents, but to leave such employ- 
ment in each case to the discretion of the Official Receiver, subject to the 
control of the Board of Trade. Such discretion would be exercised only 
with reference to the interests of the shareholders and creditors of the 
company. ‘Tam, Sir, your obedient servant, 

** Henry E. Caucrart.”’ 





DEBENTURES AS AFFECTED BY THE BILLS OF 
SALE ACTS. 


Tue considered judgment of the Court of Ap in Re The 
Standard Manufacturing Co. (Limited), delivered by Bowen, L.J., 
on the 10th inst., is well worthy of not only on 
account of the importance of the question decided, but also on 
account of the excellence of the judgment itself. The ques- 
tion for decision was, whether debentures in the ordinary 
form, issued by a company constituted under the Companies 
Acts, 1862 and 1867, charging the undertaking and the property, 
both present and future, of the company, as a floating security 
with the payment of the sum secured, and also secured by a trust 
deed, were void for want of registration under the Bills of Sale 
Acts as against execution creditors of the company. 

The first question discussed in the judgment is the meaning 
of ‘“‘company” in the 17th section of the Bills of Sale, 1882, 
which provides that 

MB eiroag. | in a shall apply to any a mare by -"< 
mortgage, loan, or other incorporated com: » sec w i 
stock or goods, chattels, and effects of each Comet Ce 

In Jenkinson v. Brandley Mining Co. (19 Q. B. D. 568) it was 
held by Grove, J., and Huppusston, B., that the words “ other 
incorporated company” are limited to companies ¢jusdem generis 
with mortgage or loan companies. The Court of Appeal 
expressly dissented from this view, unfortunately without 
stating their reasons [see, on this point, 34 Soxrcrrors’ Jovrvat, 
727), adding: “But, even if it were otherwise, we think that 
any incorporated company which is authorized to raise money 
on loan or mortgage would be, for the purposes of this section, 
a mo or loan company.” The result is, therefore, that 
the Act of 1882 does not apply to the debentures of any incor- 
porated company having borrowing powers. 

The next question discussed in the judgment is whether the 
Act of 1878 applies. The court considered it clear that the 
debentures fell within the definition of ‘bill of sale” con- 
tained in the Act, as being agreements by which a right in 
equity to a charge or security on chattels is con- 
ferred. But, notwithstandi at they fell within the definition, 
the court were of opinion that no mortgage or change of an 
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incorporated com , for the registration of which statutory 
—, is bes the Companies Clauses Act, 1845, or the 
panies Act, 1862, could be a bill of sale within the meaning 

of the Act of 1878. 
The reasons for this opinion are the following :—First, the 
Bills of Sale Act, 1854, recites the grievance which it intended 
to remedy, as follows, ‘‘ Whereas frauds are frequently committed 
— creditors by secret bills of sale of personal chattels, 
whereby persons are enabled to keep up the appearance of being 
in good circumstances and possessed of property,” and contains 
other jog ae which could not possibly apply to corporations. 
Secondly, at the time when the Act of. 1878 was passed the 
Companies Clauses Act, 1845, and the Companies Act, 1862, 
were in force. Both these Acts contained provisions for the regis- 
tration of mortgages or charges affecting the property of the 
company, and it is hardly possible to consider documents by 
which such mortgages or charges were created as being secret 
documents of the class by which frauds were committed on 
creditors. Such documents were not really within the mischief 
intended to be guarded against by the Act of 1878. Thirdly, 
the language of some of the sections of the Act of 1878 shews 
that the Act was not intended to deal specifically with corpora- 
tions, but the court declined to go so far as to say that no 
— can, under any circumstances, be within the Act of 
1878. 
The general conclusion of the court was that “the mortgages 
or charges of any incorporated company, for the registration 
of which other provisions have been made by the Companies 
Clauses Act, 1845, or the Companies Act, 1862, are not within 
the Bills of Sale Act, 1878.” 
It will be observed that the decision in the recent case corres- 
ponds to that given by the Divisional Court in Read v. Joannon 
(25 Q. B. D. 303), where Lord Coteripez, C.J., expressed a 
strong opinion that debentures of incorporated companies were 
not within the Act of 1878, and also relied on the 17th section 
of the Act of 1882 (vide sup.) on the express ground that 
Rice genes company” in that section means “ company” 
gen , not merely a company ¢jusdem generis with a loan or 
mortgage company. But the reasons now given for the deci- 
sion are more satisfactory, and the judgment follows to a 
considerable extent the line of reasoning adopted by an able 
correspondent who discussed the subject in these columns last 
year (34 Soricrrors’ Journat, 763). 








SUING FOREIGN FIRMS. 


Tue case of The Western National Bank of New York v. Perez Triana 
& Co. —. p- 152; 1891, 1 Q. B. 304) has settled a point of 
every day practice which may be said to have been hanging in 
thebalance. There were decisions on both sides, and the Court of 
Appeal has at length sat upon the beam and pressed its foot 
y down on one arm of the wavering scales. It is a pity 
that the court was divided in opinion, especially as the point is 
one which is never likely to be carried to the House of Lords. 
But the decision of the majority of its members is clearly 
indicated, and will, doubtless, regulate the future practice on the 
_ in question. A foreign firm can no longer be sued in the 
’sname. One or all of the partners in the firm may be sued 
individually ; and he or they must be served individually; and 
any such service or services will bind the individual served and 
no one else. This decision is of great importance to traders in 
this country having contracts with foreign firms, for it places 
them at considerable disadvantage. Hitherto the practice has 
prevailed of suing a foreign partnership firm precisely in the 
same way as an lish firm is sued, with the one distinction 
that the only service accepted as good service on the firm has 
been personal service on a partner. But whether that ser- 
vice were effected on a partner temporarily in England 
(Pollexfen v. Sibson, 34 W. R. 534, 16 Q. B. D. 792); or ona 
Pohophe carrying on a brauch of the firm’s business in England 
Shepherd v, Hirsch, 38 W. R. 745, 45 Ch. D. 231); or on a 
partner served abroad under an order for leave to serve the writ 
on the partnership firm abroad, such service was accepted as 
good service on the firm. Consequently a foreign firm could be 
safely sued as a firm provided the nature of the claim brought 


the case within the rules as to service out of the juandintion 
It is not our purpose to defend the decisions establishing this 
ee They were obviously just and equitable in their effect, 
ut they were absolutely inconsistent with another decision of 
the Court of Appeal. If service ona partner was to be held 
good service on the firm, it could only be so held under ord. 9, r, 
6. Now, that rule provides an alternative method of serving a 
firm—viz., by serving the person in control at the principal 
place of business within the jurisdiction. If the former part of 
the rule applied to a foreign firm, why not the latter? But in 
Russell vy. Cambefort (37 W. R. 701, 23 Q. B. D. 526) the Court 
of Appeal held that service on the person in control of the sole 
branch in this country of the business of a French firm was no 
service on the firm. In this state of affairs it was obviously 
imperative that one of two things should happen. KHither the 
practice of accepting service on a partner in a foreign firm 
would have to be carried to its logical conclusion, and extended 
to service on the person in control of the business, or the 
decision in Russell v. Cambefort would have to be carried to its 
logical conclusion, and the whole rule as to service on a partner- 
ship firm in England be held to have no application whatever to 
a foreign firm. It was on this rock that the Court of Appeal 
split in the case to which we are referring. The Master of the 
Rolls was for throwing over Russell v. Cambefort and adopting 
the other cases, while Linptey and Bowen, L.JJ., came to the 
opposite conclusion. 
The facts of the case in The Western National Bank of New York v. 
Perez Triana § Co. were extremely simple. The defendants were a 
foreign firm against whom the plaintiffs issued an ordinary eight- 
day writ. One of the partners in the defendant firm came to 
England and was promptly served with the writ ‘‘as a partner.” 
He entered a conditional appearance denying the fact of part- 
nership. This was struck out under the authority of Davies v. 
André (38 W. R. 437, 24 Q. B. D. 598). Thereupon he entered 
an ordinary appearance and moved to set aside the service of the 
writ. It was certainly rather hard on a foreigner, necessarily un- 
acquainted with the peculiar “‘ twist” which affects the rules of 
court as interpreted by the Court of Appeal on the question of 
appearance by a person served as a partner who wishes to protect 
himself and yet deny the fact of partnership (see 34 Soricrrors’ 
JouRNAL, 520, 541, 562), to tell him that by appearing he had 
waived all right to dispute the service of the writ. This, how- 
ever, is merely by the way, and is interesting only as being the 
one point on which the court was agreed. It served to unite its 
members in refusing to set aside the service on the individual 
served. The Master of the Rolls considered that as order 11 
gave the English court power to order service of a writ abroad, 
and order 9 provided for the mode of service, there was no 
reason why a foreign firm should not be served in the same way 
as an English firm is served under ord. 9,r. 6. The other 
judges, however, held that the rules as to partners haye no 
application to foreign firms; that service on a partner in a 
foreign firm is good only as against himself, and not against 
other members of the firm ; and that, therefore, service on the 
partner served would be held good on condition that the plain- 
tiff amended his writ by striking out the name of the foreign 
firm sued, and adding the names of the partners in the firm, 
including the name of the person served. 
The effect of this decision is, as we stated at the outset, to 
make it impossible to sue a firm the members of which are 
domiciled abroad, in the firm’s name. It is no use suing a 
defendant who cannot possibly be served, and the Court of 
Appeal has held that a foreign firm cannot be served as a 
firm. It is therefore useless now to sue any foreign firm 
in the firm’s name. Surely this is an impediment in the 
way of suitors which ought to be removed by an altera- 
tion of the Rules of Court as to partners, which Bowen, 
L.J., considered ought to be “redrafted” altogether. Why 
should a foreign partnership firm, which according to the 
laws of its own country is a concrete body capable of con- 
tracting and being sued, be exempt from an action by an 
English trader with whom it has made a contract to be per- 
formed in England, whereas it enjoys no such exemptivn as 
against a trader in its own country with whom it contracts? It 
is all very well to tell the English trader that he may sue the 
individual partners. But how is he to know their names? Ex- 
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perience has shewn that there is great: difficulty in discovering 
the names of the partners in English firms. Indeed, it was 
owing to the existence of this difficulty that the rule as to service 
on partners was made. How much greater must that difficulty 
be in the case of foreign firms? An English trader contracting 
with a foreign firm knows that the contract is made with him by 
the firm as a concrete body, and surely he ought to be entitled 
to sue, and enabled by some means to serve, the body who 
entered into the contract with him. He ought at least to have 
the right to serve the firm according to the law of the country 
in which the firm is domiciled. 








ORIGINATING SUMMONSES: IN THE QUEEN’S BENCH 
DIVISION. 


REFERRING to the comments made ante, p. 216, upon the want of 
uniformity of procedure upon originating summons on the common 
law as compared with the Chancery side of the High Court, a corres- 
pondent writes :— 

The procedure upon originating summonses on the chancery side 
is so definite, and (with the exception of the slight departmental 
friction indicated by your remarks) so satisfactory, that it is interest- 
ing to inquire what gives rise to the discrepancy in taking similar 
steps on the common law side. Ord. 71, r. 1, clearly defines an 
“originating summons,” and the Order as to Court Fees, 1884, 
specifically indicates the fees chargeable thereon. These provisions 
obviously extend to both the Chancery and Queen’s Bench Divisions. 

But the rules as to the return of these summonses, entry of 
appearance thereto, &c., are to be found in orders 54 and 55, which 
are placed in the portion of the R. 8. C. entitled as being applicable 
to ‘Chancery Chambers.” Here, then, has arisen the difficul 
in keeping the procedure uniform in both divisions, and the solution 
was sought rather by way of an arbitrary distinction being attempted 
of what should and what should not be deemed an originating 
summons at common law, than in the direction of seeking how far 
assimilation of procedure to the chancery side was practicable and 
possible. It is Kelioved that the present Queen’s Bench procedure 
was settled by a late master, but as the subject has now been brought 
into notice, it is suggested that there should be no difficulty in the 
way of its revision if it appears possible to secure any improvement 
or greater uniformity. 

Under present arrangements, the procedure on the Queen’s Bench 
originating summonses is as follows :— 

With three exceptions—-viz., to deliver or tax a bill of costs, and 
interpleader before action, which bear a 10s. stamp and uire a 
seven-day return—originating summonses (rechristened ‘“ Isolated 
Applications”’) are charged with a 3s. stamp, and have a two-day 
return. No record is permanently preserved of the originating 
document, and no memorandum of appearance is required to be 
entered by the respondent. Either the two-day or the seven-day 
summons may be personally served under ord. 54, r. 2, or, by 
analogy to ord. 67, r. 2, may be served upon a person resident at 
or belonging to the “‘ address” of the respondent, which is accepted 
as sufficient service under ord. 54, r. 5. No record is prese of 
the order made thereon beyond the short minute indorsed, so that 
it is impossible to obtain an office copy or verbatim duplicate thereof 
from any record. In cases under the Solicitors Act, the Married 
Women’s Property Act, the Conveyancing Act, &c., it would be 
highly convenient to provide such a record, as the order would 
definitely settle the rights of the parties to the same extent as if pro- 
ceedings had been initiated by writ. When compared with the Chan- 
cery procedure on the same subject it will be apparent what curious 
anomalies these provisions present. 

Presuming that it is held convenient and effects a saving of ex- 
pense to dispense with any memorandum of ap ce being 
entered to an originating summons on the Queen’s Bench side, it is 
suggested that uniformity and other apparent advantages would be 
secured by the following provisions, which (if approved) could 
readily be introduced by Spartmaeied directions of the practice 
masters :— 

1, Every summons commencing proceedin, 
summons (therefore, originating proceedings 
“ originating summons ’”’ (ord. cy i a 
i. Z. : es a 10s. fee upon issue (Order as to Court Fees, 1884, fee 

0. 8, &e.). 

4) To be returnable seven clear days at least after service (ord. 54, 
r. 4), 

4, After issue in the Summons and Order Department, a copy to be 
filed in the Writ Department of the Central Office, and the usual 
reference number to be there affixed to the original summons, and any 


without a writ of 
to be deemed an 





subsequent proceedings to bear the same reference number, 
5. Where not personally served, service upon a person resident at | 





or belonging to the address (or of business) of the respondent 
te be: Goemed, by-eaningy to 67, eee service, or such 
other evidence of service given as the judge or master may require 


under ord. 54, r. 5. iio ie 

6. A copy of every order u an originating summons. or 
any further application in a matter tnitiated thereby, to be filed in the 
manner directed by the Central Office Practice Rules (C. No. 20). 

It is not ignored that the dispensing with the entry of a memoran- 
dum of appearance giving an address for service necessitates a 
common sense sppueien, or rather extension, of the existing rules as 
to service, which contemplate either (a) personal service, (b) service at 
the address for service given on appearance entered, (c) service where 
no appearance en after writ served, or (d) service of an 
originating summons in the same manner as a writ, as near as may 
be; but this point does not appear to present any insuperable diffi- 
culty when the scope and intent of the various orders on the subject 
are considered ; moreover, it will be noted that the difficulty (if any) 
on this head occurs as much under the existing procedure as it would 


under the proposals suggested. 


REVIEWS. 
BANKRUPTCY. 


‘gE BANKRUPTCY AcT, 1890, WITH THE RULES AND FoRMS THERE- 
UNDER; FORMING A SUPPLEMENT TO THE AUTHORS’ TREATISE ON 
Bankruptcy. By Lawrorp YATE LEE and HENRY WaAcgE, 
Barristers-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


This little book is a supplement to the authors’ treatise on bank- 
ruptey. The authors say in the preface that “‘ they have endeavoured 
to furnish full notes on the matters as to which alterations and 
amendments have been introduced, leaving their larger work intact 
as to the main subject, which is unaffected by the new legislation.” 
The book contains the Act of 1890, the rules and forms thereunder, 
including the ‘‘ Deeds of ent Rules,” with copious disquisi- 
tions. Perhaps the most important part of this book is the disquisi- 
tion, we had ulmost written “treatise,” on compositions under the 
new Act; this will, we think, be found very use: The comment 
of the writers on rule 69 (7) is one which the rule-making authority 
might well be requested to consider. They say, ‘“‘Sub-section 7 
seems to extend the province of rules beyond what is usual; and its 
effect in some cases, if it be intra vires, might be serious. It purports 
to authorize the official receiver or trustee to require an incumbrancer 
on the bankrupt’s property, who has not made any claim in the bank- 
ruptcy, to define precisely what his title is at his own expense.” A 
somewhat attentive perusal of this little book has brought us to the 
conclusion that it is a worthy sequel to the authors’ work, and 
we believe that it will be found equally useful. The industry of the 
authors may be conceived when we mention that they cite some four 
hundred cases. The index ap to be full, a matter of consider- 
able importance to the practising lawyer. 


BOOKS RECEIVED. 
The Solicitor’s Clerk. By Cartes JonEs. Effingham, Wilson, 
Co. 





& 

The Law of Easements. By JouHN LEyBouRN GoppakD, Barrister- 
at-Law. Fourth Edition. & Sons (Limited). 

Registration of Title v. Registration of Assurances. By H, 
BrovcHaM Lesecn, LL.D. William Ridgway. 

The Law of Joint-Stock Companies. By JAMES WALTER SMITH, 
LL.D., Barrister-at-Law. Twenty-first Thousand. . . 
Wilson, & Co. 








CORRESPONDENCE, 
SUCCESSION DUTY ON SALE UNDER SETTLED LAND ACT, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir.—Under a will A. was tenant for life of se ge a 
Trustees (not the executors of the will) were i for the 
purposes of the Settled Land Act to enable A. to sell. The property 
was sold in various plots, the trustees concurring in the conveyances 
and receiving the purchase-moneys. The duty on the succession of A. 
as tenant for life was paid, but not on the remainder, as it was not then 
due. Tenant for life is now dead, and the Inland Revenue has called 
upon one of the purchasers for the page nag by the remainderman 
on the whole property. The executors the will have long since 
wound up the estate, and the trustees have paid over the purchase- 
moneys to the persons entitled. What would you advise the purchaser 
to do under the circumstances ? A SUBSCRIBER. 

February 11. 

[See observations under head of ‘“ Current Topics.” —Ep. 8. J.) 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


OVERSEERS OF PUTNEY v. LONDON AND SOUTH-WESTERN RAILWAY 
CO0.—No. 1, 7th February. 


Poor Rare—Dericrency 1x AssessMEnts—‘‘ LAnps TAKEN oR UsED FOR 
THE SES oF THE Worxks’’—Lanps Ciavses Consonipation Act, 
1845 (8 & 9 Vicr. c. 18), s. 133. 


The defendants purchased certain houses in the parish of Putney out- 
side the limits of deviation in pursuance of agreements entered into 
between the promoters of the railway and the owners of the houses, in 
consideration of the owners withdrawing their opposition to the Bill then 
before Parliament. None of these houses were pulled down or used for 
the purposes of the works. Some of the houses were unoccupied at the 
time of the ing of the special Act. By reason of the construction of 
the works the assessments of these houses to the poor rate were reduced. 
Upon a claim by the plaintiffs, under section 133 of the Lands Clauses 
Act, 1845, that the defendants should make good the deficiency in the 
assessments from the time of. the passing of the special Act until the 
completion of the works, the defendants contended, first, that these 
houses had not been ‘‘taken or used for the purposes of the works” 
within section 133; and, secondly, that in respect to the houses un- 
occupied at the time of the passing of the Act, no deficiency arose, as no 
rates were received in respect of them. The Queen’s Bench Division, 
upon a special case, held that the plaintiffs were entitled to judgment (see 
39 W. R. 144, 1891, 1 Q. B. 182). The defendants appealed. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. They held that, though the defendants had acted wird vires in 
fleewlite houses, they could not be heard in a court of law to allege that 

ity for the purpose of escaping a tax, and that, therefore, the houses 
must be gapaged to have been taken for the purposes of the works; and, 
secondly, that to ascertain the measure of the deficiency the assessments 
of the houses at the time of the passing of the special Act must be com- 
ein the assessments of the houses or lands made subsequently 
time to time up to the time of the completion of the works. The 
houses would be assessed whether occupied or not, though no poor rates 
would be received in respect of them if unoccupied. The difference in 
the poor rate arising from the deficiency so shewn in the assessments, 
and caused by reason of the houses having been taken for the purposes of 
the works, would be the amount payable under section 133.—CovunszL, 
Jef, Q.C., and Dryden; Balfour Browne, Q.C., and E. Page. Soxicrrors, 
W. Reeve ; Bircham & Co. 


Re STANDARD MANUFACTURING CO. (LIM.), Er parte LOWE AND 
OTHERS—No. 1, 10th February. 


Brut or Sare—Recisrration—Desenture or Inconporatep CompaNy— 
Bruits or Sate Act, 1878, ss. 3, 4, 8—Brius or Sate Act, 1882, s. 17 
Fe Saar Cuauses Consotmpation Act, 1845, s. 45—Compantes Act, 

, 8. 43. 


The question in this case was, whether the mortgages of incorporated 
con , Which create a charge on personal chattels, must be registered 
as bills of sale. Theappeal was from a decision of Bristowe, V.C., that 
certain debentures of a joint-stock company were void as against execu- 
tion creditors, for want of registration under the Bills of Sale Acts. The 
Standard Manufacturing Co. was constituted under the Companies Acts, 
1862 and 1867, and in 1888 they issued debentures under their borrowing 
powers. By the debentures the company charged their undertaking, and 
all their property, real and personal, both present and future, with the 
payment of the sum secured. The debentures were secured by a deed of 
trust in the ordinary way, and they were issued subject to the conditions 
indorsed thereon, one of which was that the charge created by the deben- 
tures should be a floating security, and accordingly that the company 
might, in the course of their busi and for the purpose of carrying on 
the same, deal with the property c in such manner as they might 
think fit, and might sell the same, One of the debentures was issued to 
James Lowe. Neither the trust deed nor the debentures were registered 
under the Bills of Sale Acts. In February, 1889, and the following 
months several judgments were obtained by creditors against the com- 

y, and writs of execution were handed to the sheriff in respect of the 
udgments. The debenture-holders thereupon demanded payment; and 
, 1889, an order to wind we company was made by the Lan- 
caster Palatine Court. In the liquidation the question arose, between the 
1 “holders and the execution creditors, whether the debentures 
registration under the Bills of Sale Acts. Bristowe, V.C upon 
the authority of Jenkinson v. Brandley Mining Co. (19 Q. B. D. 568), held 
pom aa ee re tion, and were void as against the 
, for wan ration, and t i 
creditor bad autie, regist , hat the execution 
wnt (Lord Haissvry, C., and Bowen and Fry, L.JJ. 
reversed the decision. Bowzx, L.J., read the following judgment of A 
court :-—The we have to decide is, whether both or either of the 
debentures us, which are, in fact, debentures of a joint-stock com- 
pany (limited), and which create a charge on the floating real and personal 
of the company, are void for non-registration under the Bills of Sale 
8 or 1882, or either of those Acts. So far as the Act of 1882 is 
concerned, it seems to us that such debentures are expressly excepted from 
its operation by section 17. We do not agree with the decision of Grove, 
J., and Huddleston, &., in Jenkinson v. Brandley Mining Co. (19 Q. B. D. 
568), that the words, ‘or other incorporated company,” are limited to 


ll 








companies ejusdem generis with mortgage or loan companies, whatever these 
last-mentioned companies may be; but, even if it were otherwise, we 
think that any incorporated company which is authorized to raise money 
on loan or mortgage would be, for the purposes of this section, ejusdem 
generis with a “mo or loan company.’’ We see no reason for 
doubting that the Standard Manufacturing Co. (Limited) is an incorpor- 
ated company within that section.. The next question to be solved is 
whether these debentures, or either of them, are bills of sale (section 4), 
and bills of sale to which (section 3) the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, applies. 
That these debentures are ‘‘ agreements by which a right in equity to a 
charge or security on personal chattels is conferred”’ appears to be clear. 
But we are of opinion, nevertheless, that, on the true construction of 
the Act of 1878, the mortgages or charges of any incorporated company 
for the registration of which statutory provision has already been e by 
the Companies Clauses Act, 1845, or the Companies Act, 1862, are not bills 
of sale within the scope of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878. It is impossible to 
follow chronologically the legislation about bills of sale without observing 
that, until the passing of the Act of 1882, the scope of which embraces 
larger objects, the express and avowed design of the Legislature had been 
to strike at the frauds trated upon creditors by secret bills of sale. 
The title of the Bills of Sale Act, 1854, so states, and the preamble of that 
Act is as follows :—‘‘ Whereas frauds are frequently committed upon 
creditors by secret bills of sale of personal chattels, whereby persons are 
enabled to keep up the appearance of being in good circumstances and 
possessed of property, and the grantees or holders of such bills of sale 
have the power of taking possession of the property of such persons to the 
exclusion of the rest of their creditors; for remedy whereof,’ &c. Such 
corporate bodies as were at this time in existence were not bodies in the 
habit of committing frauds of this sort; and, since corporations were not 
subject to the law of bankruptcy, that portion, at all events, of section 1 
of the Act of 1854, which was for the protection of assignees in bank- 
ruptcy, could not be applicable to corporations. Indeed, the definition of 
‘* apparent possession,’’ which is of the essence of the Act of 1854, is so 
framed as to shew that corporations were not, actively, at all events, present 
to the mind of the draftsman who drafted the statute. Prior to the Act 
of 1854 the Legislature had passed, in 1845, the Companies Clauses Act, 
1845, which provided by section 45, in the case of mortgages and bonds of 
companies authorized by their special Act to borrow, for a register to be 
kept of such moftgages and bonds, and enacted that such register might 
be perused at all reasonable times by any of the shareholders or any mort- 
gage or bond creditor of the company, or by any person interested in such 
mortgage or bond, without fee or reward. Between the Bills of Sale Act of 
1854 and the Bills of Sale Act of 1878 the Companies Act of 1862 was passed, 
which, by section 43, provides for the registration by companies of mort- 
gages and charges specifically affecting their property. At the date of the 
Bills of Sale Act, 1878, debentures which charged the property of such com- 
panies were well known in the commercial world. Having regard to the 
provisions already made by statute for their registration, such documents 
could hardly be described as ‘‘ secret,’’ or as belonging to the class of 
documents by which frauds were perpetrated upon creditors by secret bills 
of sale. They are not really, therefore, within the mischief of the Act of 
1878. We cannot think that the Legislature could have intended, in the 
Bills of Sale Act, 1878, to have interfered by merely general words with 
such well-known commercial instruments, and it seems to us that the 
éanon of construction laid down in Stradling vy. Morgan (Plowden, 205a), 
and cited in the recent case of Cor v. Hakes (15 App. Cas. 518) may be 
invoked with regard to the present controversy :—‘* From which cases it 
appears that the sages of the law heretofore have construed statutes quite 
contrary to the letter in some appearance, and those statutes which com- 
prehend all things in the letter they have expounded to extend but to 
some things, and those which generally prohibit all people from doing 
such an act they have interpreted to permit some people to do it, and 
those which include every person in the letter they have adjudged to 
reach to some persons only, which expositions have always been founded 
on the intent of the Legislature, which they have collected sometimes by 
considering the cause and necessity of making the Act, sometimes by 
comparing one part of the Act with another, and sometimes by foreign 
circumstances. So that they have ever been guided by the intent of the 
Legislature, which they have always taken according to the necessity of 
the matter and according to that which is consonant to reason and good 
discretion.’’ Neither the cause nor necessity for the Bills of Sale Acts, 1854 
and 1878, nora comparison of tie various sections, drive us to the interpre- 
tation that such documents as these are included. We have said that a 
comparison of the various sections of the Act of 1878 does not lead to any 
other conclusion. We may even say that such a ae. fortifies the 
opinion at which we have arrived. Without going so far as to decide that 
no corporation can be under any circumstances within the Bills of Sale Act, 
1878, we may point out, that the language of sections 4, 10, and 12 shews 
that the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, was not dealing specifically with 
corporations, although it may be that the language of section 3 is wide 
enough to include the bills of sale of a tiom a view which has 
tacitly, as we are aware, been assumed in many decided cases to be 
correct. ‘The language employed in these other sections is certainly not 
felicitous la to be applied in the case of corporations, and war- 
rants, we think, the observation that the debentures of companies were 
not actively present to the mind of the draftsman of the Act. The view 
that debentures like the present are not within the Bills of Sale Act, 
1878, was adopted by Pollock, B., in John Welstead § Co. (Limited) v. The 
Swansea Bank (5 Times L. R. 332), and by Lord Coleridge, C.J., and 
Wills, J., in Read v. Joannon (25 Q. B. D. 302). See also Edmonds v. 
Blaina Furnaces Co, (36 Ch. D. 215) and Levy v. Abercorris Slate and Slab Co, 
(37 Ch. D. 260). We agree with this view, and we think that this — 
should be allowed, with costs both here and below, on the ground that 
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the mortgages or charges of any incorporated company, for the re - 
tion of which other provisions have been made by the Companies Clauses 
Act, 1845, or the Com: es Act, 1862, are not within the Bills of Sale 
Act, 1878.—Counszx, Rigby, Q.C., Astbury, and 7. M. Whitehouse ; Neville, 
Q.C., and Radford; E. 8. Ford. Sorscrrors, Linklater § Co. ; Chester §& Co. ; 
Phelps, Sidgwick, § Co. 


COOKE ». SMITH—No. 2, 10th February. 


Practice—Discovery—Sercunity ror Costs—APPLIcATION FOR FURTHER 
Securnrry—R-S. C., XXXTI., 26. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. (ante, p. 207). The 
plaintiffs in the action obtained an order for discovery of documents by 
the defendants, and before making application for the order they paid into 
court the sum of £5, as required by rule 26 of order 31. The defendants 
afterwards applied for further security against the costs which they 
alleged would be incurred by reason of the extent of the discovery asked 
for and the immense number of documents of which the plaintiffs 
required inspection. On behalf of the plaintiffs the objection was taken 
that the application ought to have been made when the order for discovery 
was obtained. Rule 26 provides that “ any party seeking by 
interrogatories shall, before delivery of interrogatories, pay into court to a 
separate account in the action, tr be called the ‘Security for Costs 
Account,’ to abide further order, the sum of £5, and, if the number of 
folios exceeds five, the further sum of 10s. for every additional folio. Any 
party seeking discovery otherwise than by interrogatories shall, before 
making application for discovery, pay into court, to a like account, to 
abide further order, the sum of £5, and may be ordered further to pay 
inte court, as aforesaid, such additional sum as the court or a judge shall 
direct. . . . The party from whom discovery is sought shall not be 
required to answer or make discovery unless and until the said payment 
has been made.”’ By rule 27, ‘‘ unless the court or a judge shall at or 
before the trial otherwise order, the amount standing to the credit of the 
‘Security for Costs Account’ in any cause or matter shall, after the cause 
or matter has been finally disposed of, be paid out to the party by whom 
the same was paid in on his request, or to his solicitor, on such party’s 
written authority, in the event of the costs of the cause or matter being 
adjudged to him ; but, in the eyent of a court or judge ing him to 
pay the costs of the cause or matter, the amount in court shall be subject 
to a lien for the costs ordered to be paid to any other party.’’ Kekewich, 
J., ordered the plaintiffs to pay into court the further sum of £100. He 
was of opinion that the application was not made too late. He thought 
that an order to pay into court a further sum might be made whenever 
circumstances required it. 

Tue Covrr (Linptey and Kay, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. They 
agreed in the view that the application was not made too late. They said 
that the judge had a discretion in the matter, and that no ground had 
been shewn for interfering with the manner in which he had exercised it. 
—CounseL, Renshaw, Q.C., and Farwell, Q.C.; L. Saunderson; T. EB. 
Mansfield. Soutcrrors, Currey, Holland, § Currey ; Redpath, Holdsworth, § 
Marshall ; Trass §& Jarmain. 


Re ARBIB’S CONTRACT—No. 2, 10th February. 

Venpor AND PurcuasErn—OxssectTions to Trrte—Conprtions or Sare— 
Riexnt or VENDOR To Rescinp—Pvrcuaser’s Costs or INVESTIGATION OF 
TITLE. 

In this case a question was raised as to the effect of the ordinary con- 
dition of sale giving a vendor, who is unable or unwilling to comply with 
the purchaser’s objections to title, a right to rescind the contract of sale. 
The condition of sale was as follows :—‘‘ If the purchaser shall make and 
insist on any requisition or objection, either as to title or conveyance, or 
any matter appearing on the particulars or these conditions, which the 
vendors shall be unable or unwilling to remove or comply with, the 
vendors shall, notwithstanding any previous negotiation or litigation, be 
at liberty on giving to the purchaser not less than ten days’ notice in 
writing, to annul the sale, in which case, unless the requisition or objec- 
tion shall have been in the meantime withdrawn, the sale shall, at the 
expiration of the notice, be annulled, the purchaser being in that event 
entitled to a return of the deposit, but without interest, costs, or com- 
pensation.’”? A question having arisen whether a good title had been 
shewn by the vendors, a summons under the Vendor and Purchaser Act 
was taken out, upon which North, J., held that a good title had not 
been shewn, and ordered the vendors to pay the purchaser’s costs of 
the investigation of title. On the appeal a new point was raised 
on behalf of the vendors—viz., that by virtue of the above condition the 
vendors could, by giving notice to annul the sale, even after the decision 
of North, J., have escaped liability to pay the purchaser his costs of 
investigating the title, and that the case ought to be treated as if the 
notice had been given. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Corermer, C.J., and Liypiey and Kay, L.JJ.) 
held that, even if the point could be taken at this stage of the pro- 
ceedings, the condition as to litigation did not, after there had been a 
decision of the court that the vendors were to pay the purchaser's costs, 
enable the vendors to throw those costs upon the -—CounskL, 
Byrne, Q.C., and Grosvenor Woods ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Bleby. Sour- 
errors, J. M. Mitchell; Wild ¢ Wild. 


HEATH v. STOKES—No. 2, 7th February. 
Liper—Sztanper or Trrne—Srarsments as to Vauiprry or Parsnr— 
Maticr, 

This was a motion by the defendants for a new trial, or that j t 
might be entered for them, the verdict at the trial of the action befere 





A. L. Smith, J., ne eS oe and judgment having been 
entered for him The action was slander of title and libel. The 
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the protection of en Trifle ranges. The 
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lery practice, and he was owner copyright of a design for a 
— . The defendants were the directors of a company called 
the Morris ¥ 


the Miniature Target Co 

the 30th ult., I am instructed by the directors of the Morris Tube Am- 
munition and Safety Range Co. i 

which Oe ciety ee Oe ee and taken out 
by him in 1887 and 1889, are i 

om mee jhe ge the target for whatever 
senting the apparent ) 

well-known features of the Morris trajectory targets. The — 
given of the marker’s mantlet seeing and’ wsBing' Sony the 
Morris Tube, &c., Co. have been and selling for years past. 
Several descriptions of with a of and 
with a light hollow bullet, taking the rifling the service arm 
as described in the prospectus, have been and by 
Mr. Morris long before 1887. The directors peg Poms foe 4 
it right to publish these facts, which speak for themselves.” 0 
other letters of the same date, and substantially to were 
published in other et te in which notices of the Miniature Co. had 
appeared. These three letters were written and published by the authority 
of the directors of the Morris Co., acting under of Mr. 
well-known patent agent. At the date of these letters the Morris Co. 
ownel patents Sr teayety set, Sovinare , but they had no for 
mantlets, though one species of mantlet which they manufactured and 
sold, and which somewhat resembled the plaintiff's invention, de 


were the proprietors. 


called the Financial Times, in yey the plaintiff, on the 5th of 
April, wrote to the editor of :— 
With reference to the article in your paper of peers See which 


to the Miniature Target an 

the mantlets, that ‘ they are also similar to those which can be seen at any 
volunteer range where the Morris tubes and targets are 
state you are quite in error. I think that 

targets and improved mantlets were 


out any opposition on the part fact 
my inventions have been exhibited at Wimbledon and elsewhere, 


Morris has not deemed it advisable to test their validity, ought to satisfy 
anybody that he does not consider it worth his while to attempt to 

I need hardly say that, should he ever attack the validity of any 
patents, I am perfectly ready to meet him in a court of law. 
that, in fairness to myself and 
you will insert this letter in 
following letter was written b 
Morris Co., and was i tn of 

April :—‘‘The statement made by Major Heath in his letter 
your paper, that Mr. Morris took no steps > segs Sie, i 
quite incorrect, for fajor t 
year 1267, werning bine tha} Mie patede wes pet sual Sal Senuteains 
him with legal i try 

Major Heath then his ‘ 

there was no value in them, as the; wae aa 


tions of our nts. 
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Co. did not, however, after this letter, take any legal proceedings against 
Heath. The plaintiff claimed £5,000 damages for slander of title and 
£1,000 for libel. The 


was proved that in 1887 Mr. M cnpeien with: Be wantle 
to the effect stated in the letter, and that the plaintiff not 
used or sold his inventions to 1889. It was also proved that the 
statements in the other three letters = substantially true. The 
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impossible to grant. a new trial according to the principle on which the 
court always acted. If the case had stood upon the first three letters 
alone, it was possible that the action must have failed. In order to 
maintain such an action the plaintiff must prove, first, that what was said 
by the defendant was false ; secondly, that it was said maliciously; thirdly, 
that the plaintiff had suffered i from it. The first three letters 
merely came to this, that the plaintiff’s inventions were practically identical 
with those worked by the Morris Co. The last letter was written after 
the directors had obtained information from Mr. Imray that the patents 
owned by the Morris Co. did not extend to mantlets, and it was written in 
answer to a letter from the plaintiff in which he clearly called attention to 
targets and mantlets. Anyone who read the fourth letter, having before 
his mind the letter to which it was an answer, might naturally think, and 
therefore the jury might think, that the defendants meant this, ‘‘ We told 
you in 1887, and we say again now, that your inventions are infringements 
of our patents.”” Additional colour was given to that view by the threat 
of proceedings at the end of the letter. That disposed of the plea 
that the statements contained in the letter were true. Unfortunately the 
statements contained in the last letter were untrue to the knowledge of 
Mr. Morris, because he had received full information from Mr. Imray, 
though his lordship did not mean to say that the untruth was 
present to the mind of Mr. Morris; he doubted extremely whether it 
was. It was, therefore, impossible to say that there was no evidence 
of malice to go to the jury. As jal damage, but for 
these letters the new company would “verme f have been successfully 
launched, and the plaintiff might have obtained something by the sale of 
his inventions. Lorgs, L.J., said that the plaintiff in an action for 
slander of title must establish to the satisfaction of the jury that the words 
constituting the slander were false, that they were spoken or published 
maliciously, and that they had occasioned special damage to the plaintiff. A 
statement made bond fide, und under a reasonable belief in its truth, by a 
person having an interest in the subject-matter of the alleged slander was 
not actionable; but that was because, under such circumstances, the 
existence of one of the necessary ingredients of an action for slander— 
viz., malice—was negatived. Kay, L.J., concurred.—Covnse., Moulton, 
Q.C., and Cagney ; Crump, Q.C., and Scarlett. Soutcrrors, Bircham § Co. ; 
W. Osborne Jones. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re DRUMMOND AND DAVIES’S CONTRACT—Chitty, J., 7th 
February. 

Marerep Women’s Prorerty Act, 1882, s. 1, svp-secrion 1, anv s. 2— 
Frves ann Recoveries Act, ss. 1, 15, 19, 40, asp 77—ConvEYANCE BY 
Marerep Woman—Acxnow.Lepoment— Concurrence or Hvspanp— 
TENANcY-IN-TaAIL—Base Fee. 


In this case the question arose whether a conveyance by a married 
woman, married after the commencement of the Married Women’s 
Property Act, 1882, made for the purpose of enlarging a base fee, should, 
in accordance with the provisions of the Fines and Recoveries Act, s. 40, 
be acknowledged by the married woman and concurred in by her husband. 
It appeared that in 1884 M. and H., being spinsters and tenants-in-tail in 
remainder of certain lands, executed a d without the consent of the 
protector of the settlement, and conveying the lands in fee to S. M. 
and H. afterwards married, and in 1889, the protector of the settlement 
being dead, they executed a deed enlarging the base fee in favour of S. 
This deed was not acknowledged by M. and H., nor did their husbands 
concur therein, and an objection on this account in respect of the title to 
the lands having been taken by a purchaser, a summons was taken out 
= wotine endor and Purchaser Act, 1874, for the purpose of determining 

Currrr, J., said that, speaking generally, it was an object of the 
Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, to remove the disability of cover- 
ture, and to enable a married woman to hold and dispose of property as if 
she were a feme wie. First, it could not be doubted that the effect of the 
Act of 1882 was to abolish concurrence by the husband and acknowledg- 
ment by the married woman in cases of the conveyance by a married 
woman married after the Act of her lands in fee, whether in possession or 
remainder. If any support were to be required for that view, it would be 
found in the decision of Lord Westbury in Taylor vy. Meads (4 D. J. & 8. 
SSi), where it was held that concurrence and acknowledgment under the 
Fines and Recoveries Act were not required in the case of a married woman 
conveying her separate estate. Secondly, where the married woman was 
tenant-in-tail in e or remainder, the restrictions provided by 
section 40 and section 77 of the Fines and Recoveries Act, imposed simply 
in reference to the disability of coverture and the interest of the husband, 
—_ also to be removed by section 1, sub-section 1, and section 2, of 

Married Women’s Property Act, 1882. The restrictions being thus 
removed, her disposition took effect under and subject to section 15 of the 
Vines and Recoveries Act just as if she were a seme sole. Consequently, 
where she was 4 tenant-in-tail in possession, her disposition barred the 
remainders over and & fee simple absolute, and where she was 
@ tenant-in-tail in remainder her disposition without the consent of the 
ox A the settlement barred the estate tail and created a base fee. 

, im the present case, where she had barred the estate tail and a base 
fee been created, the power or right of enlarging the base fee was by 
section 19 A the Fines and Kecoveries Act conferred, not on the person in 
whom the base fee was vested, but on the person who would have been 
atnal es if the — tail _ not been barred. Where such 
porom a married woman the restrictions imposed by section 40 applied 
to ber disposition under section 19. That sec Gl att cents 2 now 


right, but merely substituted a new and simpler mode of procedure than 
that which had previously existed. This right of ny unfettering 
the estate and conveying the whole fee might with sufficient accuracy be 
described as real property belonging to the married woman. Now, it 
would be a strange and anomalous result of the two Acts of Parliament 
under consideration if a married woman could, by deed not acknowledged 
and without the concurrence of her husband, dispose of the lands for a fee 
simple absolute where she was tenant-in-tail in possession, but could not 
dispose of the lands so as to enlarge the base fee into a fee simple absolute 
where the base fee had fallen into possession, merely because she had, 
when either sole or covert, disposed of the lands for a base fee whilst her 
estate tail was in remainder. The argument for the purchaser was that 
section 19 of the Fines and Recoveries Act conferred a mere power, and 
that that statutory power must be exercised strictly according to the 
statute by a panes a woman, that was by acknowledged deed and with 
the concurrence of her husband. That argument, if pressed to its 
extreme length, would result in denying to the married woman (married 
after the Act of 1882) the right of disposing of the lands of which she 
was tenant in fee simple or in fee tail, He therefore held that the deed 
of 1889 was effectual to pass the fee simple absolute.—CounseL, Byrne, 
Q.C., and Cruickshank ; Maclean, Q.C., and Maidlow. Soxricrrors, Daniel 
Jones & Linnett, for W. Morgan Griffiths, Carmarthen ; Church, Rendell, § 
Co., for Pitts, Tucker, § Sons, Barnstaple. 


RICKETTS v. RICKETTS—North, J., 6th February. 


Practice—MortTGaGE—FoREcLOsURE ABSOLUTE—ORDER FOR DELIVERY OF 
Possession By Mortcacor—CuarGcine Orper on Stock—ORrpDER FOR 
TransreR TO MorteacEE—R. 8. C., LV., 5a. 


The question in this case was, whether, in making an order for fore- 
closure absolute in respect of a sum of stock, the court could also order 
the mortgagor to transfer the stock to the mortgagee. The defendant was 
the husband of the plaintiff. In a suit in the Probate Division an order 
had been made for the payment of alimony by the husband to the wife, 
and an order absolute was afterwards made by the Queen’s Bench Division, 
charging the sum directed to be paid as alimony upon a sum of Consols 
belonging to the husband. The present action was brought by the wife, 
by way of originating summons, to enforce the charge. The summons 
did not in terms ask for an order to transfer the Consols to the plaintiff. 
An order was made, on default of appearance by the defendant, for an 
account of what was due to the plaintiff by virtue of the charging order 
and for costs, and that, in default of payment by the defendant within 
the time limited, he should be foreclosed. The order did not contain any 
direction that, in case of default, the defendant should transfer the fund to 
the plaintiff. On behalf of the plaintiff a motion was now made (notice 
having been filed as against the defendant) for an order for foreclosure 
absolute, and for transfer of the fund by the defendant to the plaintiff. 

Nortu, J., by analogy to decisions relating to the delivery of possession 
of real estate, when no claim for possession had been made by the 
summons, held that he had jurisdiction to do what was asked, and made 
the order accordingly.—CounsgL, J. G. Butcher. Soxicrrors, Damant § 
Toovey. 


Re BULLER AND BASSET TIN AND COPPER CO. (LIM.)—Stirling, J., 
7th February. 


Company — Winpixe-up Petition — Srannanres Court — Companies 
(Wiypine-up) Acr 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 63), s. 1 (4), s. 1 (7), 8. 3 (1). 
Winding-up petition. The company was formed for working mines 

within the Stannaries, and did not carry on any operations beyond the 
Stannaries limits ; and the objection was taken on behalf of the company 
that the petition ought, under section 1 (4), to have been presented to the 
Stannaries Court. It was concluded for the petitioner, a creditor, that the 
court had power under section 4 (7) and section 3 (1) to transfer the proceed- 
ings to the Stannaries Court, or to retain them in the High Court. Section 1 
(4) of the Act says: ‘‘ Provided that where a company is formed for work- 
ing mines within the Stannaries and is not shewn to be actually working 
tines beyond the limits of the Stannaries, or to be engaged in any other 
undertaking beyond those limits, or to have entered into a contract for 
such working or undertaking, a petition to wind up the company, or to 
continue the winding up of the company, under the supervision of the 
court, shall be presented to the Stannaries Court, whatever may be the 
amount of the capital of the company, and wherever the registered office of 
the company is situate.’’ Section 1 (7) says: ‘‘ Nothing in this section shall 
invalidate a proceeding by reason of its being taken in a wrong court.”’ 
Section 3 (1) says: ‘‘ The winding up of a a, or any proceedings 
therein, may at any time and at any stage, and either with or without 
applicationfrom any of the parties thereto, be transferred from one court to 
another court, or may be retained in the court in which the proceedings 
were commenced, although it may not be the court in which the proceed- 
ings ought to have been commenced.,’’ : 

Sriatine, J., said that the presentation of the petition in the wrong 

court did not invalidate the proceedings, but the petition must be trans- 

ferred to the Stannaries Court under section 3 (1). The petitioner must 
pay in any event the costs of the presentation of the petition in the wrong 
court.—Counset, 7. R. Warrington; J. H. Boome and C. £. Dyer. 

Sorscrrons, Marsland & Co.; A. Pulbrook, 


FISHBURN v. HOLLINGSHEAD—AStirling, J., 4th February. 


Corvutout—Panonama on Patntino—Inrutnogment—Insunction —Cory- 
niout Act, 1862, #, 4—InrunwationaL Corynusout Act, 1886, s, 4. 


This was a motion by the plaintiffs for an injunction to restrain the 





continuance of the exhibition by the defendants of a panorama called 
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be an infringement of their English copyright in a panorama or painting 
of ‘* Jerusalem, and the Crucifixion of Christ,’’ painted bya German artist 
named Bruno Piglheim, of Munich, of which the origi was in Berlin, 
but a copy was being exhibited by them in this country. The defend- 
ants disputed the infringement, and further raised the objection that the 
plaintiffs had not properly registered themselves as owners of the copy- 
right in their own panorama so as to entitle them to sue in respect of any 
infringement of it. 

Srrxiine, J., first held that, upon the evidence, and after comparison of 
photographs and engravings of the two panoramas, the defendants had 
infringed the plaintiffs’ copyright. He further held that, whether regis- 
tration was necessary or not, the plaintiffs were, in fact, duly registered as 
proprietors of the English copyright; but also expressed, though it was 
not necessary for the decision, his opinion, as to the necessity of registra- 
tion by the owner of a foreign copyright, to the effect that while there was 
no necessity for registration under the International Copyright Acts, 
nevertheless, registration under the Copyright Act, 1862, s. 4, was neces- 
sary as a condition precedent to the bringing of an action for infringement 
jn this country by the owner of a foreign copyright. He accordingly 
granted the injunction asked for.—CovunsgL, Graham Hastings, Q.C., and 
Swinfen Eady; Rigby, Q.C., and Eve. Soxrcrrors, 8S. G. Turner ; Blair 
§ W. B. Girling. 


Re BRIGGS AND SPICER—Stirling, J., 7th February. 


Venpok AND PvurRcHASER— VoLUNTARY SeTTLEMENT— Bankruptcy Act, 
1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 47. 


Summons under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874. This was a 
summons taken out by the vendor of land at Brixton intended to be 
purchased by the London County Council for a public park, seeking a 
declaration that a good title had been shewn. In December, 1888, J. J. B. 
Blackburn executed a voluntary settlement, by which he conveyed this 
land to the vendors as trustees upon trust for sale, and to pay the income 
of the proceeds of such sale to him, the settlor, for life, and after his 
death upon certain trusts for his children. On the 21st of December, 
1889, a contract for the sale of the land was entered into between the trus- 
tees of the above-mentioned voluntary settlement of the first part, Black- 
burn of the second part, and the agents of the London County Council of 
the third part. The purchasers objected that the settlement of 1888 
would, under section 47 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, be void as against 
Blackburn’s trustee in bankruptcy, should he become bankrupt on or 
before the 22nd of December, 1890, and might become void if he should 
become bankrupt on or before the 22nd of December, 1898. Whether the 
purchase could or could not be safely completed after the 22nd of 
December, 1890, would depend upon how far such evidence as the 
purchasers could prudently caster upon could be brought torward to 
shew that Blackburn was able at the date of the settlement to pay all his 
debts without the aid of the property therein comprised. The vendors 
contended that Blackburn’s concurrence in the conveyance answered the 
objection. There was no difficulty at the present time in proving Black- 
burn’s solvency in December, 1888. 

Srretine, J., said that the vendors admitted that the settlement fell 
within the class of settlements which, under section 47, were liable to be 
avoided by a trustee in bankruptcy. The section appeared to throw on 
‘‘ the parties claiming under the settlement ’’ the burden of proving, as 
against the trustee in the bankruptcy of the settlor, that the settlor was at 
the time of making the settlement able to pay his debts without the aid of 
the property comprised in the settlement: Hx parte Russell (30 W. R. 584, 19 
Ch. D. 588). Under the term ‘“‘ parties claiming under the settlement,’’ 
the beneficiaries and also the trustees of the settlement were inly in- 
cluded. It had been suggested that purchasers dealing in faith with 
the trustees were not so included, but the words were wide and un- 
restricted, and his lordship was unable to see, upon the fullest considera- 
tion, any good ground for holding that a purchaser with notice of the 
circumstances of the case did not fall within the pm g of the Act. 
This being the state of the title, was the purchaser bound to => p 
He had cast upon him the burden, when attacked by the trustee in bank- 
ruptcy of the settlor, of proving that the settlor was, at the time of the 
settlement, able to pay his debts without the aid of the property comprised 
in the settlement. it that issue could be decided now, his lordship 
would probably hold that the vendors had made out their case, but 
that appeared to be beside the point. The party from whom the 
attack was to be feared was not now in existence, and he could not 
be bound by any proceedings at the present time. When the attack 
came the purchaser would have to produce witnesses, who would 
establish, primd facie, at all events, the ability of the settlor at the time of 
making the settlement to pay his debts, but even if those witnesses could 
be produced when required it was impossible to anticipate by what re- 
butting evidence their testimony might be met; so that the result might 
be, that the purchaser might be held to have failed to discharge the onws 
of proof which would lie on him. His lordship referred to the rule stated 
by Leach, V.C., in Emery v. Grocock (6 Madd. 54), and said that in his 
opinion the purchaser could not be compelled to accept such a title. As 
to the contention that a title could be made by Blackburn selling and 
conveying to the purchasers, and their paying the purchase-money by his 
direction to the trustees of the settlement, that would amount to an 
avoidance of the settlement by Blackburn under 27 Elis. c. 4, and a re- 
settlement of the proceeds, and if the purchaser consented to accept such a 
title, it might be , but it would not be forced on an un ng . 
chase: Smith vy. Garland (2 Mer. 120), Johnston v. Legard (T. & R. ian, 
Olarke vy. Willett (21 W. R. 78, L. R. 7 Ex. 318). The reasons were two— 
firstly, that the court would not assist a settlor to get out of the settlement 





“ Jerusalem: The Day of the Crucifixion,’’ which the plaintiffs alleged to | which he had himself created; and, secondly, that there was no means of 


ascertaining conclusively that a settlement apparently voluntary was not 
in reality, in the first , or had not become, a settle- 
ment for value. The title would not be forced upon an un 
chaser.—CounsEL, Graham Hastings, Q.C., and Gaselee ; Phipson Beale, Q.C., 
and John L. Casson. Soutcrrors, Cooper, Walker, $ Hall; Solicitor to the 
London County Council. 


BEATON v. BOULTON—Stirling, J., 6th February. 


Morreacor anp Mortcacee —Foreciosure Assotutre— Orentnc Fore- 


> CLOSURE—SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES. 


Between the date of a anaes order —S pote doe being —_ aoe. 
lute, the value of the mo: property, which i a life : 
became largely enhanced by the death of the assured. The trustee in 
bankruptcy of the moi , supported by a second mortgagee, now ap- 
plied to open the order for foreclosure absolute. 

Srraure, J., following Campbell v. Holyland (26 W. R. 109, 7 Ch. D. 
166), held that the special circumstanees of this case were such that the 
foreclosure ought to be opened upon proper terms.—CovunseL, Graham 
Hastings, Q.C., and Job Bradford ; Rowden; C. James. Sowsctrons, Webb ; 
Druces § Atlee. 


Re HESSELTINE & CO.—Stirling, J., 6th February. 


Practice—ExAMINATION—OrFrFiciaL LiquipatoR—OBsEcTION TO PRESENCE 
or Cierxs—R. 8S. C., XXXVII., 11—15 & 16 Vicr. c. 86, s. 31. 


In this case a witness declined to attend for examination under the 
Companies Act, 1862, while one clerk was present and another taking notes 
for the use of the official liquidator. 

Srreuine, J., held, that an affidavit having been produced shewing that 
the first clerk, from his special knowledge of the accounts, could give 
valuable assistance to the liquidator, his presence was right, and that the 
presence of the other clerk to take notes for the liquidator, and for that 
purpose only, was also right; and made an order that the examination 
should proceed.—Covnset, Ribton; Graham Hastings, Q.C., and Clarke 
Williams. Soxscrrors, Piesse ¢ Sons ; May, Sykes, ¢ Co. 


GREENWOOD v. TURNER—Kekewich, J., 6th February. 


into Court oR GIvE up PossEsston—INTEREST. 

The underlessee of some pro contracted to purchase it, accepted 
paid a deposit. The aay fixed for completion was the date 

of the expiration of the lease, but the defendant, although he remained in 

possession, refused to complete or pay the purchase-money. He clai 


to be in ion under the lease, not under the contract, and now 
offered to pay rent. The plaintiffs brought an action for specific perform- 
to pay the pur- 


ance, and moved for a four-day order on the defendan’ 
chase-money and interest into court. They argued that, inasmuch as he 
had accepted the title, he could not exercise his option of giving up 
possession. 

Kexewrcs, J., said that the purchaser had the right of he 
must elect to pay the purchase-money into court within a month rt) 
give up possession within that time; if he should give up 
must pay the plaintiffs interest on the hase-money at four per cent. 
from the day fixed for completion. costs of the motion would be 
costs in the action.—Covunsgt, Warmii , Q.C., and Dauney ; Theobald. 
Sorrcrrors, Edward C. Hilder ; Pontifer, Hewitt, § Pitt. 


WHITWOOD CHEMICAL CO. r. HARDMAN—Kekewich, J., 6th February. 

InsguncTION—PERSONAL SERVICE—MaNAGER OF Bustxess—ConTRACT To GIVE 
“one WuHotr or ais Tuwe’’—No Necative Ciavse acamst Ssavixe 
Orners—Nortice or Morron—Form or Orper. 


Motion to restrain the defendant from setting ee a a ane 
ing into any agreement or making any engagement with or 
company other than the plaintiff company, by which the of the 
defendant’s time would cease to be devoted to the 
company, or by which the defendant would be 
out a certain agreement dated the Mth of July, 1889, made between the 
plaintiff company and the defendant, and, in particular, from assisting in 
the formation of, and from becoming a disecter, manages, or cqent of, say 
company or partnership now or hereafter to be formed for the 
of ee _ agen enn are “eg _ to those | a 
the plaintiff company. agreemen was — 
defendant should be of the plaintiff company for ten years, that 
the ‘* said manager shall give the of his time to the company’s busi- 
ness; he shall give plone agen to the performance of his dutes, and 
shall conform to the os 
The pement contained no i 
defendant was now about to ag a rival company in the neighbourhood 
as xr or director, and 
entitled to do this on the 
referred to office hours , and 
spare time, that this was a contract for 
would not enforce by injunction, and that he could, under the ciroumstances, 
terminate the period of a 


; 
: 


4 


| 
F 


operative. He also he had done which he had 

ast an that the pyr emit the pr oo te 
the agreement, and ought not to have to matters, and that 
an injunction iy the words of the agreement be absurd. 
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Kexewicu, J., said that he was not satisfied that the defendant could at 
once determine the service. A covenant for personal service was not 
enforceable in the sense of a decree for specific performance, but it could 
be enforced where the court found an exclusive term and the employee had 
bound himself to do nothing inconsistent with the contract. It had been 
done in several cases where the employee was an artist or had special 
abilities and could not easily be replaced. That was the case here. The 
defendant had special knowledge and was within the rule. By contracting 
to give his whole time to the plaintiffs he had agreed not to give any part 
of it to anyone else. The negative was not implied, but expressed. He 
evidently intended to give a deal of time to the new business. His 
lordship would not decide what the defendant might or might not do with 
his free time and out of office hours, or what his free time would be. Nor 
would he say definitely what would constitute a breach of the order, but 
he would grant an injunction to restrain the defendant from giving less 
than the whole of his time to the plaintiffs’ business.—CovunseL, Warming- 
ton, Q.C., and Dibdin ; Marten, Q.C., and Archibald Brown. Soutcrrors, 
Vincent § Vincent, for North § Sons, Leeds; West, King, Adams, & Co., for 
Moxon, Pontefract. 


Re. GENERAL SERVICE CO-OPERATIVE STORES (LIM.)—Kekewich, J., 
7th February. 


Company—Winpine urp—Power To Carry on Bvstvess—MaAnacer— 
Companres (Wrvpinc-up) Act, 1890, ss. 5, 12. 

In this case a question arose on a winding-up petition as to how the 
business of the company as butchers and fishmongers was to be carried on 
after the winding-up order was made. The effect of the order would be 
that the official receiver would thereupon become provisional official 

iquidator, and he might obtain, under sections 5 and 12 of the Companies 
inding-up) Act, 1890, the appointment of a special manager to carry 
on the business, but there appeared to be no provision for carrying on the 
business in the meantime. It was stated that the official receiver had in 
some cases, on his own authority, appointed a person to act as manager 
m the interval. 

Kexewicn, J., made the usual winding-up order, and directed that the 
official receiver should be at liberty, if he thought fit, to carry on the 
business of the company so far as necessary for the purposes of the wind- 
ing up until further order. That would give him power to employ a 
deputy to manage the business, and he could apply again if he wanted a 

ial manager.—CovnseL, Renshaw, Q.C., and Upjohn ; Eve; Warming- 
tom, Q.C , and Emden; D. Jones. Sorscttors, Clement, Cheese, & Green; 
Cartwright § Cunningham ; Sweetland & Greenhill ; Allen & Edwards. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


REID’S BREWERY CO. (LIM.), APPELLANTS ». MALE (SURVEYOR OF 
TAXES), RESPONDENT—9th February. 


Iscome Tax Acts—Brewers apyanctnc Loans To CusTOMERS AND ACTING AS 
Banxers ror Customers—Ricut or Brewers To pEpucT LossEs IN THEIR 
Banxitnc Brancu. 


At a meeting of the Special Commissioners of Income Tax the directors 
of Reid’s Brewery Co. (Limited), the appellants, appealed against an 
assessment of £110,213 made by the commissioners under Schedule D. of 
16 & 17 Vict. c. 34 for the year ended April 5, 1890, in respect of the 

from trade as carried on by the appellants as brewers. The return 

of the appellants for assessment by the special commissioners was based 
—— average profits for the three years ended December 31, 1888. 
the accounts rendered it was shewn that large sums for ‘“‘ bad 

debts ”’ incurred in 1886, 1887, and 1888 had been deducted in arriving at 
the balances of profit on which the return had been computed. These 
“‘ bad debte”’ embraced not only ordinary debts arising from the trade of 
brewers, but also losses sustained on loans advanced by the appellants on 
the security of public-houses, with which their business is largely con- 
to their customers. The average amount of these losses for the 

three aes was £16,517. The commissioners disallowed the deduction of 
£16,517, and assessed the appellants for their brewery profits under 
D. in the sum of £110,213, being the amount of profits returned 

by the company, with the addition thereto of the £16,517. It was stated 
by the appellants, as to the way in which the losses arose, that when the 
company made an advance to a customer on the security of a public-house, 
and the -house was sold, if the security did not realize the amount 
, the company wrote off the loss as a bad debt. Messrs. Reid & 

Co, for many years prior to and up to July 7, 1888, carried on the business 
of brewers, and in connection therewith and as part thereof, the branch 
business of bankers and moncy lenders limited to the customers of the 
firm ; at that date the appellants took over the business of Reid & Co., 


I 


inclading the business or th business of bankers and money lenders ; 
and it was stated to be the custom and usual practice of manufacturing 
brewers to carry on the business of bankers and money lenders as a 
branch or es of their brewery business, such business being strictly 
carried on the customers and connections of the brewery. In the 
course of their business Mesers. Reid & Co., and subsequently the appel- 
lante, advanced money by way of loan or advance to their customers, 
and upon various classes of security, and, amongst others, a deposit of 
deeds on mortgage, on promissory notes and acceptances. They receive 
money on deposit from their customers, and cheques are allowed to be 
drawn upon the iam, which are accepted by other London 
bankers as ordinary # cheques, and they also collect bills for their 
castomers when they become due. Inno case is any loan or advance made 
by way of permanent investment, whether by way of deposit of deeds 





or otherwise, but the same is taken only in connection with the current 
dealings of the customer with the appellants. The brewing profits of the 
appellants have always been greatly increased by reason of the addition of 
such business of banking and money lending, and it has always been the 
practice of the appellants to make returns and pay income tax on the 
profits arising from the banking and money lending, and if on revaluation 
of loans any sums written off have been recovered, the appellants have re- 
turned and paid on the same as profits, and in like manner they have made 
deduction of actual or probable losses incurred on the same basis. On the 
above facts the appellants contended that the assessment of £110,213 was 
excessive, as they had not made — to that amount, and that they were 
entitled to write off by way of uction from their taxable profits such 
losses or estimated losses as they had sustained in the debts of the branch 
of the brewing business relating to loans and advances. The question, 
therefore, was whether, in making their return, the appellants were en- 
titled to deduct from their profits this sum of £16,517, the amount of the 
losses which they said they had incurred in that branch of their business 
which related to banking and money lending. The special commissioners 
decided that they were not so entitled to deduct this sum, as they con- 
sidered that the sums advanced by the appellants on the security of public- 
houses were sums employed as capital for the purpose of extending their 
business as brewers, and that losses arising therefrom were not losses sus- 
tained in any trade or concern in the nature of trade distinct from such 
business. For the appellants it was contended the banking or money- 
lending branch was a part of the brewery business, and that the appel- 
lants were, therefore, entitled to deduct the losses which arose in the bank- 
ing branch of the business. 

Tue Court (Pottock, B., and Cuarues, J.) held that the appellants 
carried on this business of bankers and money lenders for their customers 
as an adjunct or ancillary to their business of brewers, and that they 
really carried on only one business, and not two businesses, and that, 
therefore, they were entitled to the exemption claimed; that the money 
used for carrying on this part of the business was not a capital expendi- 
ture, as was contended for by the respondent, and there was nothing to 
deprive the appellants of their right to make the deduction. Appeal 
allowed.—Counset, Sir Horace Davey, Q.C., Pollard, and Hewitt; Sir 
Edward Clarke, A.G., and Danckwerts. Soutcrrors, W. H. Withall § Co. ; 
The Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 


BRITON MEDICAL ASSOCIATION v. ASHER—2nd February. 


Morrecacor AND MortGaGEE—AssiGNMENT oF Equity or RepEMPTION— 
AGREEMENT TO INDEMNIFY — Payments or INTEREST BY ASSIGNEE— 
Acency—SratuTe or Lirrations—PracricEe—Lgave To APPEAL FROM 
DrvistonaL Court—Mopg or APpPpLicaTIon. 


This appeal raised two questions, whether the assignee of the equity of 
redemption of a policy of assurance, subject to a mortgage debt, becomes 
ipso facto the agent of the assignor to keep alive his liability to the mort- 
gagee by paying interest upon the debt so as to defeat the operation of 
the statutes of limitation; secondly, whether the covenant by the 
assignee to indemnify the assignor, which is expressed or implied in every 
assignment of an equity of redemption, constitutes an authority from the 
assignor to the assignee to make payments on his behalf, or merely an 
undertaking by the assignee to hold the assignor indemnified. In 1879 
the plaintiffs made an advance to the defendant on his promissory note, 

ing as collateral security his life policy for £300 effected in 1864 with 
them. In 1881 the defendant absolutely assigned the policy, subject to 
the mortgage, to Hewitt. Hewitt kept down the interest and premiums 
till 1886, when he allowed the policy to lapse. In 1890 the plaintiffs sued 
the defendant on his missory note in the Westminster County Court. 
The defendant pl the statutes of limitation, alleging that Hewitt had 
agréed to indemnify him, but that he had not agreed ihat Hewitt should 
keep alive his liability for the debt. His Honour Judge Bayley found that 
the payments by Hewitt of interest had not constituted an admission of 
liability on the note by the defendant, and gave judgment for the 
defendant. The plainti -_ ' 

Tue Covrr (VavuGHaNn 1LL1AMs and Lawrance, JJ.) allowed the 
appeal. The question was, Were the payments made by Hewitt as the 
defendant’s agent? If so, they were sufficient. Hewitt was liable to 

ity Asher against payment of the interest and premiums; he did 
accordingly pay them, and a receipt, given by the insurance company, 
mentioned Asher, and not Hewitt at all. It seemed, therefore, that the 
payment was made on account of Asher, and so he was liable. 

On Saturday, February 7, application was made to the same court ev 
parte, on behalf of the defendant, for leave to appeal to the Court of 
A ’ 
ne Covert, in giving leave to appeal, intimated that in their opinion 
they had power to grant the application er parte, but that any ary 89 
for stay aT enuuion or extension of time, or other terms relating to the 
appeal, ought not to be made except on notice.—Counse., M’ Kenna ; 

rnold Statham. Soxxcrrons, M’ Kenna § Co.; Richard Anith § Sons, for 
Bescoby, Retford. 


Re AN ARBITRATION BETWEEN KNIGHT AND THE TABERNACLE 
PERMANENT BUILDING SOCIETY—10th February. 


Buripine Socrery—Axnuirration—Riout To nave Case sTaTED—BuILpIna 
Socreriys Acr, 1874 (37 & 38 Vier. c. 42), s. 36—Anprrnation Act 
1889 (52 & 53 Vicr. c. 49), #6. 19, 24, 

The question in this cuse was whether the Arbitration Act, 1889, gave 
power to compel an arbitrator appointed under the Building Societies 

Act to state a case. A dispute arisen between the building society 


and Knight, one of the members. An arbitrator was duly appointed and 
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heard the case. On the day on which the arbitrators made their award 
Knight applied in chambers for an order directing the arbitrators to state 
a case for the opinion of the court. A. L. Smith, J., made the order and 
the society appealed. It was alleged on behalf of Knight, and assumed by 
the court for amy of their judgment, that the decision of the 
arbitrators involved an important question of law. The 26th rule of the 
society provided that ‘‘in all cases of dispute between the society and any 
member thereof . . . reference shall be made to arbitration pursuant 
to 37 & 38 Vict. c. 42’’; the rule then made provision for the appointment 
of arbitrators, whose decision should be ‘‘ and binding on all parties.’’ 
Section 36 of the Building Societies Act, 1874, provides that ‘‘ every 
determination by arbitrators . . under this Act of a dispute shall be 
binding and conclusive on all parties, and shall be final to all intents and 
purposes, and shall not be subject to appeal, and shall not be removed or 
removable into any court of law, or restrained or restrainable by the 
injunction of any court of equity, provided always that the arbitrators 
. . « may, at the request of either party, state a case for the opinion of 
the Supreme Court of Judicature on any question of law.’’ The Arbitra- 
tion Act, 1889, enacts (section 19) : ‘‘ Any referee, arbitrator, or umpire may 
at any stage of the proceedings under a reference, and shall if so directed 
by the court or a judge, state in the form of a special case for the opinion 
of the court any question of law arising in the course of the reference ”’ ; 
and (section 24) : ‘*‘ This Act shall apply to every arbitration under any Act 
passed before or after the commencement of this Act, as if the arbitration 
were pursuant to a submission, except in so far as this Act is inconsistent 
with the Act regulating the arbitration, or with any rules or procedure 
authorized or recognized by that Act.’’ 

Wuzs, J., said that if the case had been as fully argued in chambers as 
it had been argued in court, the decision of the judge would, most prob- 
ably, have been different. Section 36 of the Building Societies Act, 1874, 
gave the arbitrators complete jurisdiction over the matter in dispute, free 
from the control of any court, unless they chose to state a case for the 
opinion of the court upon any question of law. It was clear to anyone 
who knew what these arbitrations were that the object of the Legislature 
was to provide an inexpensive tribunal for the settlement of these disputes 
with which the parties were to be satisfied ; the tribunal was the arbitra- 
tors, and their decision was to be final. The only exception was when the 
arbitrators themselves desired to have the opinion of the court upon a ques- 
tion of law. Thencame the Arbitration Act, 1889, section 19 of which was in 
itself sufficient to support the present application. But section 24 enacted 
that the statute should apply to arbitrations under any Act ‘‘ except so far as 
this Act is inconsistent with the Act regulating the arbitration.”” The sub- 
stance of section 36 of the Act of 1874 being that the only case in which the 
High Court should have jurisdiction was to be where its assistance was 
invoked by the arbitrators themselves, to say that they should be ordered to 
state a case was highly inconsistent with that section. Therefore the Act of 
1889 did not apply, and these arbitrators could not be ordered to state a 
case. VaucHan Wru.tams, J., in giving judgment to the same effect, 
referred to Hack v. London Provident Building Society (31 W. R. 392, 23 Ch. 
D. 103), and The Municipal Permanent Investment Building Society v. Kent (32 
W. R. 681, 9 App. Cas. 260). In those cases the question was raised as 
to whether these Acts gave to the statutory tribunal created by them 
jurisdiction so as to exclude the jurisdiction of the ordinary courts, and 
it was held that that was so. In those cases it was argued that the Legis- 
lature could not have intended to give to such tribunals the power to 
finally decide difficult points of law. But the answer was that the arbi- 
trators had power to state a case upon a question of law if they thought 
it desirable. Ifit were held that they must state a case if directed to do 
so, the result would be that the court would have power to take away the 
jurisdiction which had been given to the arbitrators by statute. It was 
not intended to do that by the Arbitration Act, 1889. Appeal allowed.-- 
CounseL, Macoun; Fillan. Sottcrrons, J. R. Pakeman; Hatchett, Jones, 
§ Co. 


JOYCE v. BEALL—4th February. 


Pracrice—Discovery or Documents—Two DerenDANTS—SRCURITY FOR 
Costs—R. 8. C., XXXI., 26. 


In this case, in which the court reserved judgment on January 30, 
the question was whether the plaintiff, before applying for discovery of 
documents, must pay two sums of £5 into court under ord. 31, r. 26, or 
whether one such sum was sufficient. One defendant was a solicitor, and 
acted for himself and the other defendant; they had, however, put in 
separate defences, and the master held that two sums of £5 must be paid 
in. Smith v. Reed (W.N., 1883, p. 196), Campbell v. Lord Poulet? (28 Soxrct- 
rors’ JournaL, 301), Eder v. Attenborough (37 W. R. 507, 23 Q. B. D. 130), 
and Liverpool and Manchester Aerated Bread and Café Co. v. Firth (ante, p. 109) 
were cited. The judgment of 

Tus Oourt (Cave and Vavenan WititaMs, JJ.), was delivered by 
Vavonan Writs, J. In this case the tiff took out a summons 
asking that the defendants might be ord to make and file an affidavit 
of documents. ‘The summons came on before Master Butler, who refused 
to make any order, on the ground that the plaintiff had paid into court one 
sum only of £5, being of opinion that the plaintiff should have paid into 
court two sums of £5, the defendants having severed their defences. The 
re ag appealed against the refusal to the ju in chambers. A. L. 

mith, J., referred the matter to the Divisic Court, considering the 
point of practice one that should be definitely settled. In 
opinion the learned master was wrong. Rule of order "a 
provides that the poetry seeking discovery otherwise than by = 
tories has, before making application for discovery, to pay into court 


sum of £5. It seems to mo that the plaintiff in this case is a Re! 
seoking discovery, and I do not see on what Bs sgyen it can bo said that 
must pay into court a further sum of £5. 


ie 
80 
he 
is quite true that rale 26 


on to say that the seeking discovery 
aration eng bs sania eemaettde into court such addi sum as 
the court or a judge shall direct, but 
judge shall in his di direct ; but the master did not act on this 
portion of the rule, he did not purport to i 
matter. He simply held, as a matter of practice, that where 
sues more than one defendant if 
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instance, where a 

alternatively, or where a plaintiff sues different 

causes of action—e.g., distinct frauds alleged to be committed by them 
respectively. In such a case it seems pate Nagy fond meggence ig Age cn 
be a party to two distinct actions, and the ts an 4 
cases be distinct parties ; but the mere fact that there are more tiffs 
than one or more defendants than one does not prevent the plain collec- 
tively from being ‘‘a ” or the defendants collectively from being 
“@ party,” nor do I think that the fact that the defendants 
sever their defence prevents the defendants collectively being a “‘ party ”’ 
where they are sued jointly in substance as well as in form. In order to 
ascertain whether two ions are being brought it seems to me that you 
must look at the alleged cause of action. This seems to me the only case 
in which the collective plaintiffs and the collective defendants do not fall 


within the term ‘“‘ ,’’ and, therefore, the only case in which the plaintiff 
or the defendants can be called on to make a second of £5, 
although it may very well be that the number of the fs or the 


defendants may be a good ground for the judge in his discretion 
ordering a payment into court beyond the £5. Indeed, if this is not a 
ground on which the further payment may be ordered, it is difficult to see 
in what case a further sum can be ordered to be paid into court, because it 
cannot be that the further sum on the of the affidavit, which 
is unknown when the order is . Inasmuch as I understand that in 
the present case the order was opposed both before us and before the 
master on the ground solely that a second sum of £5 ought to be paid, 
think that this appeal ought to be allowed with costs, and the order prayed 
for in the summons made. Cave, J., added that he was authorized by 
Stirling, J., to state that in Liverpool and Manchester Café Co. v. Firth he 
did not intend to decide anything inconsistent with Eder v. Attenborough. 
Appeal allowed.—Counsa., J. G. Witt ; Herbert Reed and Cautley. Souici- 
Tors, Greenop § Sons; Beall § Co. 


_ 





LAW SOCIETIES. 


WORCESTER AND WORCESTERSHIRE INCORPORATED 
LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual general meeting of this society was held on the 30th ult., 

resent: Mr. A. W. Knott L gm - in the chair, Mr. R. Canning 
Bill (vice-president), Messrs. E. A. Davis (hon. treasurer), G- Ww. Bentley, 
T. Southall, W. P. Hughes, J. Martin, J. Stallard, junior, 8. B. Garrard, 
R. A. Essex, A. E. Lord, and F. Ronald Jeffery (hon. secretary). 

The report of the committee and the treasurer’s accounts for the past 
year were received and adopted. 7 

Mr. R. Canning Hill was unanimously elected president, and Mr. 
William Chance Quarrell vice-president for the onan _—. Mr. E. 
Amphlett Davis was re-elected hon. treasurer, and Mr. F. Ronald Jeffrey 
was re-elected hon. secretary for the ensuing year. 

The following gentlemen, viz., Messrs. G. W. Bentley, F. Corbett, 
T. G. Hyde, A. W. Knott, and T. Southall, were elected members of the 
committee, in addition to the officers of the society ; and votes of thanks 
were accorded to the retiring officers for their services during the past 
year. 

The following are extracts from the re} 

Members.—The present number of 
four last year. The number of subscribers under article 20 is 11. 

Auction Mart.—The receipts from the Auction Mart slightly exceed those 
of last year. The committee observe that some sales 
the year in which members of the society were acting as solicitors 
which were not held at the Auction Mart. 
it is not always in the power of the rt they ape phe oral ath ws 

the 


; 
3 


auction held at the society’s mart, but the 
their best endeavours to have sales with 
the mart. Unless this is done the permanent success of the Auction Mart 
will not be secured, and it will, ere long, cease 
institution. 

Land Transfer.—The committee are glad to record that no Bill for Com- 
pulsory Registration of Titles was introduced into Parliament during the 
past year, and no reference to such a Bill appears in the Queen’s Speech 


no statutory provision for their remuneration is called for, or is on general 
grounds desirable. 

County Courts Act, 1888, s. 34.—At the annual general meeting of the In- 
corporated Law Society, held ee Bang resolution was 
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to appear in a county court as an advocate for the suitor.’”’ This resolu- 
tion met with the phe of your committee, and it is hoped that early 


steps will be taken to promote the suggested repeal. 





UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


February 9.—Mr. A. K. Common in the chair.—Mr. J. S. Green moved : 
““That the decision of the majority of the Court of Appeal in Dreyfus v. 
The Peruvian Guano Co. (43 Ch. D. 316) is right.’’ The case is of a some- 
what peculiar character, and involves difficult points. Mr. W.F.Symonds 
sw the decision of Bowen L.J. The other speakers were—Messrs. 
J. R. Atkin, C. W. Williams, H. Walton, and J. L. V. S. Williams. 
Mr. Green having replied, the motion was lost by three votes. At the 
next meeting, on Monday, the 18th inst., Mr. Bannerman will move: 
*¢ That cremation ought to be made compulsory by Act of Parliament.” 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 11th inst., Mr. Sidney Smith in the chair. The other directors present 
were—Messrs. W. Beriah Brook, H. Morten Cotton, Samuel Harris (Lei- 
cester), J. H. Kays, Grinham Keen, Henry Roscoe, R. W. Tweedie, F. T. 
Woolbert, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £469 was distributed in 
grants of relief, five new members were admitted to the association, and 
other general business was transacted. 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL, 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 

Law Srupents’ Desattnc Socrery.—Feb. 10.—Mr. Thomas Douglas in 
the chair. The subject for discussion—‘‘ That trades unionism is highly 
detrimental to the prosperity of this country ’’—was opened by Mr. J. D. 
Crauford, in the absence of Mr. Bodilly. Mr. C. Herbert Smith opposed. 
The debate having been declared open, the following gentlemen spoke :— 
In the affirmative, Messrs. Kinipple, Campbell-Johnston, and Willson ; 
in the negative, Messrs. Archer, White, Mawdsley, Arnold, and Watson. 
Mr. Cranford replied. On the motion being put to the meeting, it was 
carried by a majority of five. There were thirty-two members present. 


Lrverroot Law Srupents’ Assoctation.—Feb. 9.—Mr. F. Archer (the 
president) in the chair, assisted by Messrs. Stewart and Hardy, barristers- 
at-law. A joint debate with the Leeds Law Students’ Society was held on 
the following subject for discussion :—‘‘ Do secretaries of trade unions 
commit an offence within secticn 7 of 38 & 39 Vict. c. 86, who threaten an 
employer that, if he does not discharge non-union men in his employ, 
unionists in his employ shall cease work for him, and who proceed to 
carry that threat into operation by calling out the unionists?’’ Mr. W. 
Stead opened in the affirmative, which was also supported by Messrs. 
Pearson, Armstrong, and Bowling, who represented the Leeds society. 
Mr. E. Lloyd, LL.B., opened in the negative, which was also supported 
by Messrs. Glover and Barnes, representing the Liverpool society. The 
judgment of the court was delivered by Mr. Hardy, and was in favour of 
the negative. The debate was followed by a dinner and smoking concert, 
which was enjoyed by all present. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 

Mr. Epwarp Farpextck Mammarr, solicitor (of the firm of Smith, 
Mammatt, & Hale), of Ashby-de-la-Zouch, died on the 5th inst., at the 
age of forty-seven years. Mr. Mammatt was the son of the late Mr. 

Mammatt, of Ashby-de-la-Zouch. He was educated at the 
Charterhouse School, where he was, we believe, a contemporary of Sir 
Richard Webster. He was admitted a solicitor in 1866, and soon after- 
wards entered into partnership with Mr. William Edward Smith, and the 
firm (which remained unaltered for over twenty years until the com- 
mencement of the present year, when Mr. David Hale joined it) enjoyed 
an important and extensive practice, and held the clerkshi to the Ashby- 
de-la-Zouch tes. Mr. Mammatt, however, found time from his 

f d for much local work of a public description. He was 
chairman of the Ashby Baths and Hotel Co., chairman of the local Con- 
servative Association, one of the trustees of the Ashby National Schools, 
and one of the oe of the Ashby Grammar School; and he took an 
restoration of the Ashby Parish Church. He also held 
as a Freemason. Mr. Mammatt’s ability, genial disposition, 
and many kindly acts had won him the highest regard in the district, and 
his funeral, which took place on Monday last, was attended by a great 
concourse of sincere mourners of every rank in life. 


APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Beavuowt Surrueann, solicitor (of the firm of Shepheards), of 32 
Finsbury-circus, E.C., has been appointed Under-Sheriff tor tebe and 
Clerk to the Fletchers Company. Mr. Shepheard was admitted a solicitor 
in Hilary Term, 1872. He is a commissioner for oaths. 


Mz. Sypwey Tariox, B.A. Lond., wlicitor, has been appointed Deputy- 


Coroner for the Peak of Derbyshire. Mr. Taylor was admitted a solicitor 
in November, 1886 


Mr. Arraur Waicut, B.A., LL.M., solicitor, of Cambridge, has been 
teresa Deputy-Clerk of the Peace for the County. Mr. Wright was 
admitted a solicitor in September, 1888. He is also deputy-clerk to the 
Cambridge County Council. 


Mr. Joun Picron MerepiruH Georee, solicitor (of the firm of George, 
Son, & Davies), of Cardigan, has been appointed Town Clerk of Newport 
Mr. George was admitted a solicitor in July, 1877, and is a commissioner 
for oaths. 


Mr. Artuur Nicxot Bowman, solicitor (of the firm of Mounsey & Co.), 
of Carlisle, has been appointed Registrar of the Diocese and Secretary to 
the Bishop of Carlisle. Mr. Bowman, who passed his final examination 
with honours, was admitted a solicitor in November, 1881. He is a notary 
and a commissioner for oaths. 


Mr. Ricuarp Farmer, solicitor (of.the firm of Parry, Gamon, & Farmer), 
of Chester and Liverpool, has been appointed a Notary Public. Mr. Far- 
mer was admitted a solicitor in November, 1876. He is hon. secretary to 
the Chester and North Wales Law Society, joint secretary to the Bishops 
of Chester and Liverpool, deputy-registrar of the Dioceses of Chester and 
Liverpool, and registrar of the Archdeaconry of Warrington, and a com- 
missioner for oaths. 


Mr. Joun Gammon, solicitor (of the firm of Parry, Gamon, & Farmer), of 
Chester and Liverpool, has been appointed a Notary Public. Mr. Gamon 
was admitted a solicitor in Michaelmas Term, 1860. He is joint secretary 
to the Bishops of Chester and Liverpool, and registrar of the same dioceses, 
He is a commissioner for oaths and a perpetual commissioner. 


Mr. James Wm. Loaper Coorgr, solicitor (of the firm of Arnold, 
Cooper, & Tompkins), of Chichester, Bognor, Emsworth, and Havant, 
has been appointed Clerk to the Bedhampton School Board. Mr. Cooper 
was admitted a solicitor in October, 1879. He is deputy-town clerk, 
clerk to the Westbourne Union, Rural Sanitary Authority, Assessment 
Committee, and School Attendance Committee. He is also superintendent- 
registrar, clerk to the Emsworth Lighting Inspectors, and a commissioner 
for oaths. 


Mr. Tuomas Macs, solicitor (of the firm of Kilby & Mace), of Chipping 
Norton and Banbury, has been appointed Clerk to the Charlbury, Eus- 
tone, Milton U.D., and Oxhill Schools. Mr. Mace was admitted a 
solicitor in Michaelmas Term, 1872, and is a commissioner for oaths. 


Mr. Josepnx Tuorntuwaitre Jackson, B.A. Oxon, solicitor (of the firm 
of Meek, Jackson, & Jackson); of Devizes, has been appointed Town Clerk 
of Devizes, Clerk to the Urban Sanitary Authority, Clerk to the School 
Attendance Committee, and Clerk to the Committee of Visitors to the 
County Lunatic Asylum. Mr. Jackson was admitted a solicitor in 
January, 1886. 

Mr. Wiiu1am Joun Down, M.A. Oxon, solicitor (of the firm of Down, 
Scott, & Down), of Dorking and Leatherhead, has been appointed Clerk to 
the County Justices, Clerk to the District Highway Board, and Clerk to 
the Burial Board. Mr. Down was admitted a solicitor m December, 1884. 
He is clerk to the Commissioners of Taxes of the Wootton Division. 


Mr. Artuur James Bearcrort, solicitor, of Droitwich, has been 
appointed Clerk to the Guardians and Superintendent-Registrar. Mr. 
Bearcroft was admitted a solicitor in February, 1880. 

Mr. Watrer Spyver, solicitor (of the firm of Spyer & Son), of 53, New 
Broad-street, London, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner to 
administer Oaths. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vrion. 
Grorce Burton and Francis James Jenntnos, solicitors (Jennings, Son, 
& Burton), of Burton-on-Trent. Dec. 31. The business will be carried 
on by the said George Burton. [ Gazette, Feb. 10. 





GENERAL. 


It is stated that Judge Mackonochie, county court judge for Hants, 
Dorset, Somerset, and Wilts, is lying seriously ill at his Bournemouth 
residence. 


The Daily Telegraph says that Wednesday was the ninety-third birthday 
of the Right Hon. Sir James Bacon, the doyen of the judicial service and 
the last of the Vice-Chancellors. 


It is stated that, it having transpired that the accounts of the Patent 
Office shew a surplus of nearly £100,000, a movement has been started 
with the object of obtaining a reduction in the present heavy renewal fees. 


A book on Curiosities of the Law and Lawyers contajns the following 
anecdote :—At the Old Bailey it was customary to sentence the whole of 
the prisoners found guilty at the sessions at one time. It fell to Baron 
Graham’s lot to ‘orm this duty, and he accordingly went over the list 
with due solemnity, but omitted one person brought up for sentence—Mr. 
John Jones. The was on the point of finishing the sentences when 
the officer reminded his lordship of this omission. hereupon the judge 


said gravely, ‘‘Oh! I am sure I beg John Jones’s pardon,” and then 
sentenced him to transportation for life, , 

A correspondent points out that the result of the recent examination for 
the LL.B. degree at the London University reflects great credit on the 
solicitor branch of the profession. ‘The first place in the honours list was 





taken by Mr. Ernest Ivens Watson, of 24, Co n-street, E.C., and the 
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second place by Mr. F. W. Atkinson, of 30, Finsbury-circus, E.C. As 
there were no fewer than forty candidates for the degree, which is, as is 
well known, a severe test of legal knowledge, and — to barristers as 
well as solicitors, the latter branch have no reason to be ashamed of their 
candidates. We also learn that Mr. Roland M. P. Willoughby, who gained 
the highest place in honours, and an exhibition, at the recent Intermediate 
Examination in Laws at the University of London, is the son of the late 
Mr. H. W. Willoughby, = of Clifford’s-inn, and is articled to Mr. 
Nichols, of 7, Warwick -court 


COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or ReGistrars 1N ATTENDANCE ON 


‘aia AppeaL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
i No. 2. Cuitry. Norra. 
Mr. Pugh Mr. Leach Mr. Clowes 
Beal Godfrey Jackson 
Pugh Leach Clowes 
Beal Godfrey Jackson 
Pugh Leach Clowes 
Beal Godfrey Jackson 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
STIRLING. KEKEWICH. RoMER. 
Mr. Lavie Mr Mr. ate 
Carrington 
— ee: 
nm 
Lavie Farmer Pemberton 
Carrington Rolt Ward 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 


Boyp.—Feb. 8, at 18, Evelyn-gardens, South Kensington, the wife of Hugh Fenwick 
Boyd, of the Inner Temple, barrister-at-law, of a son; both well. 

Carnpew.—Feb. 5, at Denbig 1-strert, S.W., the wife of Arthur Cardew, barrister-at-law, 
ofa ‘hter. 

Cotuins.—Feb. "10, at 20, Sloane-gardens, 8.W., the wife of Carteret F. Collins, 
barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 

Manson. reat 5, at Walton-on-Thames, the wife of Edward Manson, barrister-at-law, 


of a so. 

Murray a ‘an. 20, at Wymston, Sydney, the wife of John Hubert Plunkett Murray, bar- 
rister-at-law, of a son. 

a. ey 4, at Castlecarrock, Beckenham, the wife of Arthur J. Parker, barrister- 
at-law, of a son. 

Parkes.—Jan. 5, at bag wee enn, U.S., the wife of Robert Beverley Parkes, 
barrister-at-law, of a da 

RosertTson.—Feb. 6, at 28, -. Peterhead, the wife of Robert Robertson, solici- 
tor, of a daughter. 

MARRIAGES. 

Eppis—Binninc.—Feb. 4, at the Presbyterian Church, ina Dowanhill Edward Upton Eddis, 
barrister-at-law, to Ela Usher, daughter of Robert Binning, D wanhill, Glasgow. 

ae saky, of Onitenhem, salielioe, to Allow Bally (Tin) oungest eae rs 

icherby, 0 itor, im), y rH) e 
late Edward Steele, J.P., of Woolaston House, , = Bie 
DEATHS. 
Macnamara.—Feb. 5, Ella, Tr oor of the late Henry Macnamara, barrister-at-law and 


Railway Commissioner, aged 
Masoisrr. —Feb. 5, at ‘afb te-la-Zouch, Edward Frederick Mammatt, solicitor, aged 


i ee. 8, at Manor Cottage, Walton-on-Thames, Elsie, the beloved wife of Edward 


t-law, aged 42. 
PowNALi i—Beb. 10, Henry ‘Smith Pownall, of 31, Regent’s Park-road, N.W., and 9, Staple- 
inn, aged 62 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Feb. 6. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luowrep in CHANCERY. 


Hurton’s Brewery, Luurev—Petn for roy ted to be heard 
before the Court on Feb 14. Pritchard & Co, ters’ 


Hal, eet ty for Barrell & Co, 
Liverpool, solors for petner 
peneconomnas Pusuisuine Co, Liarrep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 4, directed 
to be heard before the Court on Feb 14. Mitchell, Cannon st, solor for petner 
Joszru Bouitron & Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 5, directed to be 
heard before Chitty, ie on Saturday, Feb 14. ood, Gresham st, solor for _ 
Lonpon AND Nortu-WeEstErx Fing [NsuRance bm me eee are required, 
or before March 25, to send’ their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Weston & Co, Manchester, solors for liquidators 


County Pavatine or Lancaster. 
Liwirep in CHANCERY. 
Sweeney Baicx Co, Linrrev—The Vice-Chancellor has, by an order dated Dec 23, ap- 
pointed George Proctor, 6, Grimshaw st, Burnley, liquidator, instead of Robert Kay 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Biossom or Frienpsurr Lover Frienxpty Socirery, White Hall Inn, Hipperholme, 
Halifax. Jan 31 





SusreEnNDwD FOR Turse Mowxrus. 
Peer Onper or Tesswrians Frienvty Socinry, Gate Inn, Wadsley Bridge, Shef- 
e: ‘e 
Laity or rue Wanre Lovar, Free Gardeners Friendly Society, Queen’s Head Inn, Mason 
green, Ovenden, near Halifax. Feb 4 


London Gasette.—Turspay, Feb. 10. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep in CHancery. 
“ AsuLteran Brook" Sreamsurp Co, Lamrran—Credit d, on or before March 
1t, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of thas Goble or claims, to 


William George Killick and Francis Harry Pollexfen, 26, Liverpool, Simpson 
& Co, solors for liquidator F 














liq 

City anp Counties PUBLISHING Petn for winding Feb 
directed to beard before Next, J, on Sa on Baturday, Feb 2r Lemnarte & Slater Pilditeh, 
‘ew Broad ‘or petner 

Gorpon Diamonp Co, Liuitsp—By an order made by Kekewich, J, dated Dec it 
ordered that the me twemn om A company be continued. Aakuret & Co, 


of the 
Lan Maxo. Co, nd ne uired, before 
GFORD MANGANESE are req on or March 12, to 
send their names addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
Hudson Smith and Charles Stancomb Were, Shannon Bristol. Wedeeiey, Apa s, 


names 
Stead, The Temple, Dale st, Liverpool. Davies & Co, Warri iquidator 
bap at gtpns sy seo) Wau Coase Bresso mais te te ees on 
their debts or red to Mr 

pag mee nee The George Lobley, 24, Old Churchyard,’ Liverposl” 7 


Osca® Got Co, Tep—Croditors are required, om or before March, $1 to send their 
names and , of their debts or claims, to Mr Charles Harri- 
son Smith, 6a, yd alg erly & Co, Great Winchester st, solors for liquidator 

Santa Ana Stare anp Stas Quarry Co, Lunrep— J, has, by an order dated Dec 

ame rie b T. has fixed Friday Feb his 
wiss Mitk Powper Co, a. » at at 
chambers, for the juidator ~ are 


T Liurrep—Chit order dated J: 
yw =s 7 aso a an 8, appointed Frederic John Young, 


o FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
ARDLE WESLEYAN Mate anv Femave Benevoiest Soc: Wesleyan Chapel School 
Wardle, Rochdale. Feb 5 oe 


Suspexpep ror Turee Moxrue. 
Leieu Usion Buriat, Sick, Aanp Expowmsent Frienpiy Society, 21, Manchester rd. 
Ty! Manchester. Feb 5 7 i 


Idesley, 
PuiLanturoric BENEFIT en Tolmer’s Institute, Drummond st, N.W. Feb 5 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette—Frivay, Jan. 30.” 
Domsnaze, Joux Pa Grafton st, Mile end, Sugar Baker. March 2. Schuler y 


Oonoeny, Hirsi, King 2 nasi Co Merchant. March 3. Somers v Cordery, 

0 . 

Hanrxinctos, Grorce, Midland Hendon. March 2. Marshall Brothers y Har- 
singe. J. Allingham, Throgmorton avenue 

Ineuam, THomas, Carnarvon, Grocer. March 2. Toone 4 & Co v Ingham, Stirling, J. 


Kay. Tnouas JAMES, ies, Wine Merchant. March 2. Kenneth Mackenzie 
, KehowitheJ J. Union ct, Old Broad ork 


st 
sie Jouan — Albert st, Camden ne March 4. Chance & Cov 
Kruse, Stirling, J. ’ Pilgrim & Phillips, Coleman st 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cian. 
Londen Gazette.—Faripay, Jan. 30. 
Baaser, Mania Louisa, Bungay, Suffolk. April6. Barber & Oliver, Brighouse 
Bet, Louisa, Bath. March 14. Rooke & Coker, Bath 
Bick.ey, Hanyan, Plympton St Mary, Devon. March 2. Woollcombe & Sen, Plymouth 


ww se ang Eust India avenue, Presbyterian Minister. March 3. Douglas, Temple 
rs, Temple avenue 
heal nea Plimsoll rd, Finsbury park. March 2. Ashbridge, Whitechapel rd 


Campse.i, Josepu, Air st, t st, Linen pe eee. March 16. Button & Co, 


London and County house, Co 
ComPiGne, ag a esey, Stokes Bey, E March 14. Eldridge & Sons, New- 


po 
CurrTRigs, a rie Cambs, Dealer. March 6. Archer & Sons, Ely 
Davipsox, May Mount Carmel chmbrs, Kensington. March 21. Peckham & Co, 
~~ 
Dawson, James, Tanshelf, Pontefract, Gent. March 11. Sangster & Coleman, Pontefract. 
Dayuan, Gorpsy, Oxford, Gent. March 2. Hazel & Baines, Oxford 
Demy, Tuomas Rgaseees, Castle Cary, Somerset, Gent. March 25. Newman & Oo,. 
t’s-inn 


Yeovil, and Clement 
Doouitrte, Groner, Kidderminster, Carpet Weaver. March 2. Ivens & Morton, 


e 
Exiersuaw, Mary Axx, Woodsley rd, Leeds. March 2. Nelson & Oo, Leeds 
Eraixeton, Joux, Spen, Durham. March M4. Clayton & Gibson, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Eversoyx, W1.L14m, Wix, Essex, Builder. February 28. Mustard, Manningtree 
Fars Jom, Gillingham st, Belgrave ri, Gent. March 31. Jennings-White & Co, 
Forsss, ALEXANDER, Buxton, Derby, Gent. March 2. Woodall & Marriott, Manchester 
Ga =~ wakeeees Kingston upon Hull, Provision Merchant. Feb2i. Chatham & Sou 
Gartuwairs, Saran, Netherton, nr Wakefield. March 2. Blakeley, Dewsbury 
GitpurD, Faeperick Joux, Hove, Sussex, Gent. March 20. Cheesman, Brighton 
Jones, Joun, Ferndale, Glam, Auctioneer. Feb 12. Spickett, Pontypridd 
Lasy, Witt1am, Pembroke Dock, Chemist. March 5. Jones Lioyd, Pembroke Dock 
McA.ister, Dorcas, Sutton, St Helens. Murch 10. Ansiell & Becles, St Helens 
McMicxixe, Griser:, Princes gdns, Esq. March 1. Field & Oo, Lincoln's inn fields 
Mussarp, Ricnarp Tuomas, Alfred st, Colebrook row, 
: rs c * * “es , Islington, Gent. March 2. Crosse 
ELSON ne J eMimA Lovrsa, Wick. 

~ Grove, Hampton March 13. Lowless & Coa, 
Nomis, SAMUEL, East Tiverton, nr Bath, retired Engine Driver, March 7. Stone & Co, 
Parkinson, Exizasgru, Poulton le Fylde, Lanes, March 1. Banks & Co, Preston 
Pxuyuart, Donoruy, Hyde pk gate, Kensington. March 20. Cheesman, Brighton 
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Farm, b gw Peter, Montpellier, Bristol, Commercial Traveller. March 16. Sibly 
Perxiys, Hovanrox, Mortimer st, Cavendish sq, Esq. Feb 28. Snow & Co, Gt St Thomas 


Prevett, Jane, Horley, Surrey. March 26. Head, Reigate 
— Joun, > Yeap st, Brompton rd, Gent. March 13. Layton & Co, Budge 


Savt, uns, Summerhill rd, West Green, Tottenham, Gent. March 11. Dalton & 
Clement's lane, Lombard st 

Siy, Fp Any, Newmarket St Mary, Sattolk. Feb 27. Fenn & Co, Newmarket 
Geet, Sirgen, Philpot pl, Commercial rd, Coal Merchant. Feb 28. Ward & Co, Grace- 
Tay or, Saran, Holbeck, Leeds. Feb 20. Scott, Leeds, and Moser & Sons, Kendal 
Texry, Jonn, King st, Cheapside, Solicitor. April 2. Harris & Terry, Matlock Bridge, 
mane wae Ays, Chester. March 14. Hedgecock & Ducker, Manchester 

Tsorsury, Tuomas, jeeeed, Cotton Broker. March 16. Rhodes & Son, Skinners’ 
Treacy, Jonx, idwick, Yorks, Esq. March 18. H.& J. R. Wood & Co, York 
Turwyer, Ex1za, Runcorn, Chester. March 25. Burton, Runcorn 

Wappixeuax, Jonx, Guiting Grange, Glos. March 21. Rawson & Co, Leeds 

vo Exiza, Hatfield, Broad Oak, Essex. March 16. Windus & Trotter, Epping and 
‘Wurrmore, General Sir ane s, K.C.B., Cadogan place, Chelsea. Feb 28. 


Shakespeare, Jo 
Wrasse, Ema, Rhyl, Flint. March 14. Williams, Rhyl 


Wriu1ams, Mostacve, Blandford, Dorset. Feb 20. Prideaux & Sons, Goldsmiths’ hall 

Wixsuir, Mary, Kingston upon Hull. March 2. England & Co, Hull 

Woon, Josern, Bradford, Stuff Merchant. Feb 26. Beldon & Ackroyd, Bradford 

Youxe, Epwarp, Clifton, Bristol, Clerk in Holy Order. March 6. Baker & Nairne, 
Crosby square 

London Gazette.—Tvurspay, Feb. 3. 

Atxuvses, Caristiay, Slough, Bucks, Esq. March1. Philipson & Co, Newcastle upon 

Buraz, Gzorce Wrui1am, Rochester, Hairdresser. March 25. Prall & Son, Rochester 

Brry, Samvet, Accrington, Cotton Manufacturer. March 2. Haworth & Broughton, 

Cup, Sauvex, Ovenden, Halifax, Weaver. March 2. Foster & Winter, Halifax 

Dozmasp, Wit11am Hepwey, Leicester, Gent. March 9. Stevenson & Son, Leicester 

Drake, Sir Witt1am Ricuarp, Parliament st, Papeeianten, Knt., Solicitor. April 1. 

& Co, Winchester House, Old Broad 

Eaton, Gzorcez, Sheffield, Gent. March10. Vi way & Co, Sheffield 

Eppizstox, Nicnowas, Mellor, Lancs, Farmer. March 14. Holland & Callis, Blackburr 

FizipixG, James, Clitheroe, Lancs, Stationer. March 11. Wheeler, Clitheroe 

Fox, Wi1114m, Woodford Wells, Essex, Esq. March 31. Houghton & Son, New Broad 

Gawrnnor, Axx Erizasern, Windsor rd, Ealing. March 17. Bridgman & Willcocks. 

u hill, Cannon st . ‘ 
1LL14aM Heyry, Holborn, Confectioner. March 10. Brunskill, Gt James st, 
row 

Groves, Joux Isxocest, Strelley, Notts, Farmer. March 18. Atter, Melton Mowbray 

Hazrvangp, Saucer. March 14. Tillett & Co, Norwich 

Hea.rzy, Joseru, Broadfield, Rochdale, Gent. March 9. Standring & Co, Rochdale 

Hepizy, Witu1as, Lanchester, |Durham. March 1. Philipson & Co, Newcastle upon 

Hessoy, James, Canwick, Lincs. March 28. Tweed & Co, Lincoln 

Hvpvizstox, Hon Sir Jous Waiter, Ennismore _—. Judge High Court of Justice 
Mar 31. Campbell & Co, Warwick st, Regent st 

Hupsox, Tuomas Suanr, Seaton Carew, Durham, Merchant. Mar 2. Turnbull & Co, 
Billit 9 y 

Joses, Evizapetu Yorxe, Rhyl, Flint. Mar 21. Williams, Rhyl 

Joss, Jous, Ferndale, Glam, Auctioneer. Feb 12. Spickett & Sons, Pontypridd 

Joxzs, Joux Fox, Sheffield, Plumber. Mari7. Clegg & Sons, Sheffield 

Ksox, Mary, Alnwick, Northumbld. Mar14. Rhagg, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Koxow, Cuaries Frepenicx ALvert, Northampton, Licensed Victualler. Mar9. Becke 
& Green, Northam 

Laks, Jons, Grav Estate Agent. Mar 16. 
Gravesend 

Lytucor, THonas, G heys, Manchester, Gent. Mar 18. Tucker, Manchester 


Martis, Wiiu14mu Heszy, Burlington arcade, Umbrella Manufacturer. March 1. 
& Lamley, Conduit st, and 15, old Jewry chmbrs 
Miso, Joseru, Wakefield, Painter. March 31. Harrison & Co, Wakefield 


Pacues, THomas Aytitt, Morgan st, Gent. March 3). Carlisle & Co, New sqr, Lin- 
coln’s inn 
Favsnaten, Sivas, Gloucester pl, Hyde Park, Esq. 


Giscarp, 


Stepn. Sunnucks, Jun., 24, High st, 





Feb 28. lunt & Lawford, 


Peeatxs, Jonx Dexxis, Sialkot, India, Lieutenant in 14th Bengal Lancers. Feb 28. 
Conduit st, and Old Jewry chmbrs 

Peer, Janes, Marple » Derby, Yeomay. March 31. Brownson, Hyde 

Pocxert, Wit1tam, Swansea. Feb 28. Beor & Co, Swansea 

Ross, Joux, a pons Ducis, Wilts, Gent. March 2. Darley & Cumberland, John 

Sarno, peo digs | Mountifichet, Essex, Baker. March 12. Baker & Thorneycroft, 

Bishop's Stortford, Hert« 

Surtn, Gerona, Redditch, Ipsley, Warwick, Gent. Feb 14. Coleman, Redditch 

Seaisoett, Marios, the Mall, Chiswick. March 2. Witham & Co, Gray’s inn sqr 

a Joux Huxny, Gt Winchester st, Eaq. March1. Williams & James, Norfolk 

Taccut, Geosox, Goswell rd, Picture Frame Maker. March 15. Hatt & Co, Southampton 


ame ~ Eowts Latuam, Rhewl, nr Ruthin, Denbigh, Gent. March 31. Thompson 


Philipson 
Feb 2. Weatherhead 


samp << me ope Revoirn Feusaxpo, Gateshead, Durham. March 1 


Tyne 
Wearnrencan, Taonas Witxss sos, Bingley, Yorks, Maltater. 
& Son, Bingley 


Londom Gastte —Yuivar, Feb. 6. 
Barts, Janvs Gusravvs, Lowestoft, Gent. March 16. Norton & fon, Lowestott 





Bresy, ApELarpe, Melton Mowbray. March 26. Atter, Melton otjeiiies 
Bovuveriz, Harriet pa, Margaret st, Cavendish sqr. March 5. Tylee & Co, 


x st, Stran 
Bryer, Saran, Morice Town, Stoke Damerel, Devon. March 12. Gard, Devonport 
Burton, Marra, Dirtcar, nr Wakefield. Feb 14. Burton, Wakefield 


Cannon, ExizaBetu, Eccles rd, Lavender Hill. April 8. Kerwin, Copthall crt, Throg- 
morton st 
Cnarrense Caemnane Bet, Redhill, Surrey. March 14. Marsden & Son, Queen st, 
eapside 
CrarRKE, JANE, Lancaster. March 2. Sharp & Son, Lancaster 


Coox, James, York Town, Surrey. Mar 25. Cooke & Cooper, Wokingham, Berks 
Davies, Evcenta Victoria, Werna, Caron, Cardigan. Mar 16. Roberts & Evans, Aberyst~ 


Deny, Cuantes, Bingley, Yorks, Farmer. Mar 10. Weatherhead & Son, Bingley 
Dubey, Jonny Witt1am, Woodford, Essex, Engineer. Mar 9. Spiller, Bucklersbury 
Eart, Jouy, Whaplode Drove, Lincs, Farmer. Feb24. Fletcher, Donington 

Exus, Taomas, Runcorn, Chester, Master Mariner. Mar 25. Lake, Runcorn 

Farrant, Wiiram, Torquay, Gent. Mar 25. Church & Co, Bedford row 

GairriTus, Jouy, Llandovery, Farmer. Mar 4. Thomas, Llandovery 

Hatiowes, Wi111am, Bedford row, Solicitor. April11. Hallowes & Carter, Bedford row 
Hanvtey, Tuomas, Chesterfield, retired Gardener. March 24. Clark, Chesterfield 
Hanrzison, Isapeuva, Cark in Cartmel, Lancs. Feb 28. Tyson, Dalton in Furness 


Hewirt, Bensamix Brapwey, Bishops Waltham, Hants, Esq. March 31. Houghton & 
Son, New Broad st 
Sees Wii11am, Westeria rd, Lewisham, Gent. March 31. Houghton & Son, New 


Suen Joun a pe Monninghann, Bradford, formerly Boiler Maker. 
March 19. Gardiner & Jeffery, Bradfo 

Hepes, Beene IsaBeLia, Catford Bridge, Kent. March 14. Taylor, Lincoln’s 
inn fields 

How, Atrrep, Goring, Sussex, Gent. March 19. Pearce & Sons, Giltspur st 

Howse, Evizasetn, Crickdale, Wilts. March 1. Howse, Abchurch yard 

James, Saran Ann, Norfolk sq, Hyde pk. March 3. Dimond & Son, Wimpole st 

JONES, Epwys, Fountain ct, Temple, Barrister at Law. March 21. Spaull, Verulam bldgs 
Gray’s inn 

Jones, Juux, Ferndale, Glam, Auctioneer. Feb 12. Spickett & Sons, Pontypridd 

Leacu, Ricuarp, Southampton st, Camberwell. April 20. Keeble, Gresham st 

Lonepon, ALFRED Pesaea, Manchester, District Insurance Agent. March 3. Dendy 
& Patterson, 

Lov i Witt ~ sonal Manchester, Clerk. March 31. Freer & Co, Brigg, 

cs 


Loyp, Epwarp, Hawkhurst, Kent, Esq. March 14. Dowson & Co, Bedford row 

Mi.iuam, Jaxe, Brookwood, Surrey, March 9. Beaumont & Co, Chancery lane 

soins, Joun, sa Kirby, Chester, Esq, Doctor of Medicine. March 9. Jones & Co 
vi 


erpoo! . 

Morse, Jaye, Bath. March7. Gill & Bush, Bath 

NicwHo.soy, Fraycis, Winterbourne, Glos, retired Ironmoulder. March 25. Clifton & 
Co, Bristol 

Nortucort, James Broomrietp, Alderley Edge, Chester, Sensis to the Manchester 
Fire Assurance Co. March 13. eston & Co, Mancheste: 

oa Rozert, Croydon, Surrey, Gent. March 25. 

rs 

Parresoy, Henry Parrrivce, Southend on Sea, Essex, retired Clerk Courts of Justice. 
March 23. Lee & Davis, Gresham bldg, Basinghall sts 

Perry, Jouy, Preston, Gent. March 21. W.A. & R. Ascroft, Preston 

Pickarp, Saran Exizasern, Mirfield, Yorks. March 20. Simpson, Dewsbury 


Picxrorp, CHarLes Trxpat, Gloucester rd, Regent’s Park, Esq. March 2. Saunders & 
Co, Coleman st 


Weightman, Guildhall 


0, 
Picror, Witi1aM Situ, Corsham, Wilts, Gent. March7. Gill & Bush, Bath 
Pant, Davin, Angles rd, Streatham, Gent. March 25. Simpson & Co, Three Crown sq, 
Southwark 


Pocock, Hexry Apotpnus, Hoylake, Gent. March1. Rogerson & Co, Liverpool 

Powe, Mary, Lower Broughton, Salford. Mar 25. Norton & Howe, Manchester 

Ricuarps, James, West Bromwich, Gent. Mari. Smith, Wednesbury 

Ricuarpson, Exizaseru, East Retford, Notts. Mar 20. Mee & Co, Retford 

we ~ Curusert, Sunderland, Draper. Mar 23. Elsdon & Dransfield, Newcastle upon 

yne 

E.. Frepericx, Manchester, Merchant. Mar 21. Chorlton, Manchester 

Sanvers, Evizanetru, South Woodford, Essex. Mar12. Edell & Co, King st, Cheapside 

one Mans Exxen, Low Utley, Keighley, Yorks, March 21. Wright & Watterworth, 

e 

reiaie damien, Ellel, Lancs, Gent. March2. Saul, Lancaster 

Sritz, Henry Rosert, Goswell rd, Clerkenwell, Aatist’s Brush Hanille Maker. March 
19. Pearce & Sons, Giltspur st 

‘Tay.or, Revnex, Crowborough, Rotherficld, Sussex, Farmer. March 9. Sprott & Son, 
Mayfield 


"Towrnr, Isape..a, Shenfield, Essex. March 25. Nicholl & Co, Howard st, Strand 

Wavppe rt, Aviisox Dariixe, Sunderland. March 17. Bell & Sons, Sunderland 

‘Warensox, Estnen Hexen, Stockwell pk rd, Brixton. April6. Harwood & Stephenson, 
Lombard st 

Wesrsvnry, Eowarp Hargis, Gt Russell st. March 14. Kendall & Co, Carey st, Lincoln's 
inn 

‘Woop, Eowanp, Brigg, Lincs, Wine Merchant. March 1. Sowter, Brizy 

Whricut, Axxx, Old Leyton, Notts. March 12. Fox & Thicknesse, Abchurch lane 

Tamrgem | Saran, Eccles, nr Manchester. May 4. Whitaker, Duchy of Lancastrr Office, 


Younorn, Jouy Rosentson, Stamford hill, Retired Lieut. Colonel. 


March 4. Gabriel, 
Portugal st bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 








Wansixe To ry ete Hovse Puncuasens & Lussnns. Delewe purchasiffy or renting 


a house have the arrangements B ged examined by an expert from The 
——, Engineerin, + entilation Co., 66, mite Town Hall, Victoria-street, West- 
minster (Estab. 1876), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c,—[ Apvr. | 


Feb. 14, 1891. a 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Feb. 6. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
BAaRREET, James, West Bradenham, Norfolk, Farmer 
King’s Lynn_ Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 
BEER, a Worcester, Baker Worcester Pet Feb 4 
Ord Fe 
Bennett, Toomas, Llandrindod Wells, Cefnllys, Radnor- 
shire, Saddler Newtown Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 2 
Biwpte, Tuomas Water Harrisoy, and WitiiaM 
Spreckiey, Leicester, Hosiery Manufacturers Leices- 
ter Pet Jan 27 Ord Feb 3 
Bret, Hersrrt Harry, York terr, Clapham rd, Ma: 
ad Fish Shop Keeper High Court Pet eb . 
0 eb 2 


Broox, Wii11am, Stockport, Brickmaker Stockport Pet 
Jan10 Ord Feb 2 
Brown, THomas, Leicester, Bricklayer Leicester Pet Feb 
3 Ord Feb 3 
BurkINsHAW, Se f Leeds, pad Money 
Lender High Co’ "pet's Jan2 Ord Feb 
CHICHESTER, Joun ll Burnarp, Scuthampton 
— in Holy Orders Southampton Pet Jan 19 Ord 
eb 9 
Ons, WALrTER, = st, Surveyor High Court Pet 
Jan13 Ord Feb 
Evans, Henry, Lichfield, Butcher Walsall Pet Feb 4 
Ord Feb 4 


Grea, pg i. omy! on Thames, late Estate 
r Reading Pet Jan30 Ord Jan 30 
Hasier, Artaur Ricwarp Wicaae, Chichester, of no occu- 
pation Brighton Pet Dec29 Ord Feb3 
Monsen, Georges, Bristol, Baker Bristol Pet Feb4 Ord 
e 
Howarp, WALTER by: Theatre Proprietor Coventry 
Pet fan 34” Ora Feb : ¥ . 
Ioxz, THomas, as, Mon, Tailor Ne Mon Pet 
Feb 3 Ord Feb ‘ ci 


JAcKsoN, Bad ng ech, Montgomery, Timber 
Merchant Wrexham Pet Feb3 Ord Feb3 

= JoxaTHan, Horwich End, Whaley Bridge, Derby- 

re, Platelayer Stockport Pet F Feb 4 Feb 4 

Jones, FREDERICK Bromey, , Caerenion, Mont- 
gomery, Gent Newtown Pet Feb’ 2 Ord Feb2 

KirsysHirE, WALTER Epwarp, Cambridge, Clerk Cam- 
bridge Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 

Laxez, T., Princes mansions, Victoria st, Gent High Court 
Pet Sept 25 Ord Feb 4 

Leppicoat, Freprrick, Gateshead, Rivet Manufacturer 
Neweastle on Tyne Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 

Martix, Wittiam Harcn, Bratton, wee vam, 
Farmer East Stonehouse Pet Jan16 Ord Feb 

vom, be 6 ow ae Carpenter Cheltenham Pet Feb 

Reine Marearet, Ebbw Vale, Mon, Grocer Tredegar 
Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 

Musereave, Arruur, Morley, Yorks, Grocer Dewsbury 
Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 2 

Myers, Morris, Leeds, Slipper Manufacturer Leeds Pet 
Jan 27 Ord Feb 2 

Pinpar, Water, Gt Grimsby, Timber Merchant Gt 
Grimsby Pet Jan 24 Ord Feb 4 

Preston, THomas, Roos in A all Yorks, Beerhouse 
keeper Kingston upon Hull Pet Feb 3 Ord Feb 3 

Race, Georce Rosert, Ashby de la —_ Horsebreaker 
Burton on Trent Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 

Swuirn, Arruur B, Cheltenham, late Hotel Proprietor 

Yheltenham Pet Oct 17 Ord Nov 19 

Suitn, Harriett, Bramfield, Suffolk, Widow Gt Yarmouth 
Pet Feb 3 Ord Feb 8 

Stamper, WILuerton, and Benniworts Stamper, Louth, 
Lines, Aerated + aaa Manufacturers Gt Grimsby Pet 


‘ Jan 19 E pci ‘eb 

HOMPSON, JAMES, ‘e late Monumental Sculptor 

. easly Pet Feb 4 Oni Feb 4 ‘ 

HURNAM, Francis Wyatt, South grove, Highgate, Surgeon 

h Court Pet Feb2 .Ord Feb 2 

Twixcu, Joun, Anerley, wy | eno! Canvasser 
Croydon Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 3 

Wax.ey, Cuartes, Blackfriars - Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 

Wizron, ~ Ashby de la Zouch, Journeyman Uphol- 
sterer Burton on Trent Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 


The followin gre be amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
ed in the London Gazette, Jan. 27 
Hixser, Jacos, Devonshire sq, Leather Merchant High 
Court Pet Aug 23 Ord Jan 23 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of Jan. 30. 


Sreer, Ext, Derby, Waiter Derby Pet Jan 28 Ord 
Jan 28 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Bipp.e, THomas WALTER Harrison, and WiiL1aM Spereck- 
LeY, Leicester, Hosiery Manufacturers Feb 17 at 3 
Off Ree, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

Buamey, Wititam Guy, Veryan, Cornwall, Carpenter Feb 
14 at 12.90 Off Rec, Truro 

BiuMenay fom, Warrington, Furniture Dealer Feb 18 
at3 Off Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Brooker, Maroaner, Doncaster, Chemist Feb 16 at3 Off 
Ree, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Browy, "Tuomas, Leicester, Bricklayer Feb 20 at 12.30 Off 
Rec, 24, Friar lane, Leicester 

CanTLE, Jamun Ay.wanp, Newtown, Gosport, Builder Feb 
17 at 3.30 Off Rec, Cambridge Junctn, High st, Ports- 
mouth 

Cuarces, Herernt F, formerly of Highgate Feb 16 at 2.30 
33, Carey st, | incoln’s inn 

Cure HESTER, Joux © nicuesrer Burnarv, Southampton, 
Clerk in Holy Orders Feb 25 at 10.90 4, Bast st, 
Southampton 

Evaws, Samvuen, Bangor, Corn Merchant Feb 18 at 11,30 
Railway Hotel, Bangor 

Fravcts, Tuomas Avstix, Orpington, Kent, Licensed 
a Feb 16 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London 

Bridge 





—- ‘pe ot oeniie Ti orm Mar 

10 at 2 ria 

Inman, Georce, Leeds, Grocer Feb 13 at11 Off Rec, 22, 
Park row, 

J a Wrtasas, Per iidige 
13 at 11.30 24 way aj 

JuLIER, JAMES, i way app, Yarmouth, Carter Feb 14 
at 11.30 Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwich’ 


Kirsy ony Water Epwarp, Cambri , Clerk Feb 17 
at 12.30 Off Ree, 5, Petty _— ri 
ae J —- Todenora n, Yorks, per March 


Ex Hotel, Nicholas ak Burnley 
Siiame j Bristol, Stevedore Feb 18 at3 Off Ree, 
Bank chm Bristol 


brs, 

Lucas, Joun, Cowden, Kent, Builder Feb 13 at 12.30 
24, Railway approach, London Bridge 

Lyne H-BiossE, a Dover, Lieutenant in the High- 
land Light Infantry Feb 20 at 10 Off Rec, 5, Castle 


st, 
Miier, Gzores, Rotherham, Labourer Feb 16 at 2.30 
Off Ree, Fig Tree lane, Sheffield 
——— Wii.1aM Henry, Doncaster, Draper Feb 16 at 
2.30 Odgen’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Parz, Ricnarp, Norton, nr Malton, Yorks, Horse Dealer 
eb 13 at 11.30 Of Rec, 74, Newborough st, Scar- 


borough 

Race, Gataus Rosert, Ashby de la Zouch, Horse 
Breaker Feb 16 at 83 Midiand Hotel, Station st, 
Burton on Trent 

Rupp, Isaac, : 9 seen, Builder Feb 14 at 12 
Off Ree, 8, st, Norwic 

Sirs, nee ramfield, Suffolk, Widow Feb 17 at 
10.15 Lovewell Blake, South Quay, Gt Yarmouth 

TarTuam, Epuunp, Ilkeston, Lace Manufacturer Feb 13 at 
2.30 Off Ree, St James’s chmbrs, Derby 

Tuomas, THomas, *Colwinst nr Bri Glam, Farmer 
Feb 27 at 11 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Wikre, Witwram, Fairford, Glos, Printer Feb 13 at 12 
Off Ree, 32, High st, Swindon 

WILTon, THoMAs, Ashby de la Zouch, Journeyman Up- 
holsterer Feb 16 at 3.30 Midland’ Hotel, Station 4 
Burton on Trent 

Wricur, Grorce Rosert, Norwich, Builder Feb 14 at 11 
Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Barrett, James, West Date, Norfolk, Farmer 
King’s Lynn Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 
Dem, 7 Ropert, Worcester, Baker nemo Pet Feb 4 


eb4 

Broox, Wii.1am, Stockport, Brickmaker Stockport Pet 
Jan10 Ord Feb 2 

Burcuer, James, ry! avenue, Kilburn’ High Court 
Pet Dee 11 Ord Feb 

France, WALTER, Huddersfield, Coal Dealer Huddersfield 
Pet Jani5 Ord Feb3 

meee i * Soe lane, Merchant High Court Pet Jan 

‘eb 3 

Gann, i ALEXANDER, Henley on Le yang: late Estate 
Manager Reading Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb2 

Icke, Tuomas, Newport, Mon, Tailor Newport, Mon Pet 
Feb3 Ord Feb 4 

JopRELL, JONATHAN, ‘Horwich End, Whaley Bridge, Derby- 
shire, Platelayer Stockport Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 

Kirsysaire, Wartter Epwarp, Cambridge, Clerk Cam- 
bridge Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 

Leppicoat, Freperick, Gateshead, Durham, Rivet Manu- 
facturer Newcastle on Tyne Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 

Mipptetoyx, Wiiuiam, Torrington sq, Commission Agent 
High Court Pet Dec Ord Feb 4 

Morais, Ses Ebbw Vale, Mon, Grocer Tredegar 
Pet Feb 3 Ord Feb 4 

Pare, Ricuarp, Norton, nr Malton, Yorks, Horse Dealer 
Scarborough Pet Jan8 Ord Feb 3 

Pearson, Epwiy, Halifax, Grocer Halifax Pet Jan 31 
Ord Feb 2 

Prestos, THomas, Roos in Holderness, Yorks, Beerhouse 
me 4 upon Hull Pet Feb3 Ord Feb3 

Race, Grorce Rosert, Ashby de la Zouch, Horsebreaker 
Burton on ey aR Pet Feb2 Ord Feb2 

, Glam, Boot Dealer Cardiff Pet 
nore, By Parnickx, Chelverton 


* Putney, Pugilist 
dsworth Pet Oct 29 Ord Feb 
Sarr aa “Hansunr, Bramfield, Suffolk, Widow Gt Yarmouth 





Sanpry, - RED. 
Dee 17 tees” 


eb3 Ord Feb3 
Sritt, Apaw, Liv ol Window Glass Merchant Liverpool 
Pet Jan 30 Feb 2 


Syprenuam, Joun “Abbeville rd, Clapham common, Coal 
Agent Wandsworth Pet Dec 23. Ord Feb 4 
Tompson, James, Barnsl late Monumental Sculptor 
Barnsley Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 
Wak.ey, Cuaries, Blackfriars rd, Licensed Victualler 
Court Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 
Watsu apnea, Halifax, Plumber Halifax Pet Jan 31 
eb4 


8) 
Wixrton, Tuomas, Ashb dela Zouch, Jo’ Uphol- 
sterer Burton on ‘ t Pet Feb 2 2 Ord Feb 2 
The following amended notice is substituted oo that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette, Jan, 3 


oo, = Eu, Derby, Waiter Derby Pet i 23 Onl 
an 


London Gazette—Tursvay, Feb. 10. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Avon, Hevry, Northampton, Engineer Northampton 
Pet Feb 5 Ord Feb5 

Baker, Epear, Bristol, Licensed Victualler Bristol Pet 
Feb6 Ord Feb6 

Birurgey, Wituiam Sitvesrer, Leicester, Pianoforte Tuner 
Leicester Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 7 

Buvuyt, A.errt, Coleshill, Warwickshire, Licensed Victual- 
ler Birmingham Pet Feb6 Ond Feb 6 

Bopts, Bowarp Ciirrorp, W rie x, Assistant School- 
master Brighton Pet Feb 7 Peb7 

Brown, Wituiam, Sermon lane, Liverpool road, Islington, 
‘arrier High Court +~ Feb6 Ond Feb6é 

Burxuam, Henry, lane, Nford, Grain Suverinten- 
dent High Court Pet FebS Ond Feb5 


un, > wera, Rock, nr Bewdley, | , Wores, Farmer Kidder- 
Doras, Sige, Chen, Cae Oldham Pet Jan 24 


Dick, Danret, Liverpool, Tailor Liverpool Pet Feb 6 
Ord Feb 6° 


Doy.e, Histon Pet Feb? Ora BT Commission Agent 


Epwaros, CaTuertne, and OwEN Reva. late of Glan- 
dovey, Whites ro’ Cow- 


Court Pet Feb 6 “Ord eb 6 
Extwore, Wiiu1am Taytox, New 
Pet Feb5 Ord Feb5 : 
Frecpixc, Samuet Worron, Rieninghom, Builder Bir- 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 


Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 
a Sten , Salop, Fishmonger Wrexham 
Pet Fi Ord Feb 5 


GroreE, adie ny and ES Frorence Apa Grorce, 
Hereford, Timber Merchants Hereford Pet Jan 2 


Ord Feb 5 

Gissox, Francis, Sydenham a, 3 Devon,» Farmer 
East Stonehouse Pet Feb 5 

GoopHa.t, MicnHart FREDERICK, nee ag Grocer Leices- 
ter Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Hawwau, H. S., Gracechurch st, Knife Polish Manufacturer 
High Court Pet Nov 27 Feb 6 

Harry, Witiiam Dyer, Lower rd, Deptford, Linoleum 
Flooreloth Manufacturer Greenwich Pet Feb5 Ord 


Resol Glam, 
eRe ers 
Dairyman Portsmouth 


Fixs, Freperick, 
Brighton Pet 


Feb 5 
Heat, Henry To.emay, 
Collier Ni 


HeEwevrr, Fa ae 
BR og 8, RR 
BEL OHN vi 
Manager Wol: olverhampton Pet Feb6é Ord Feb 6 
Jennines, WILLIAM, Leics, recently Grocer 
Leicester Pet Feb 6 Feb 6 
Larr, Witiiam Frepericx, 
Norwich Feb 6 Ord Feb6é 
Marspen, JAMEs, i Fruiterer 
Ord Feb 5 
Parsons, SAMUEL — 


eb5 Feb 5 
Soars, Epwarp, ere 
Leicester Pet Feb7 Feb 7 


Turnsuit, Ja Newcastle on Tyne, late Fruiterer 
Newcastle on ‘Tyne Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 
Grocer Stockton on 


on 
Waker, Josern, South 
Tees Pet Jan26 Ord Febé 


ORDER RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDER. 


" Hoare Hersert, Aldershot, Hamps High 


Ord Nov 28, 1890 Rese Feb 6 
FIRST MEETINGS. : 
Agmstrone, Witu1aM Aveustus Frepericx, Medical De- 
t, Admiralty, Civil Service Clerk Feb 20 at 2.30 
st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Barrett, James, West Me ate Norfolk, = Feb 

18 at 10.15 B Whall, Market sqr, 

Bexnetr, Taomas, Llandrindod Wells, 


Beer, Roserr, Worcester, Baker 
Worcester 


Dexsis, oo. Shaw, Lancs, 
Prior chmbrs, Union 


Feb 20 at 11 Off 


———- Euiza, Feb 18 at 11 

Dov MicHakt, Commission Agent 
19 at 11.30 nee ia < st, Halifax 

Ear, Fob p9 ot 11.5 WILuian, at Clerk to a Tea 

Merchant Feb 18 at 12.30 &, ‘way approach, 


London Bridge 
a 5 Wiuas Tayrox, J Hi 
it 


‘umberstone, Leics, 
Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, 


19 at 12.30 
Leicester 
Gaus, Cuaries Francis, Cheltenham, Solicitor Feb 18 at 
Court Cheltenham 


2 Coun 

Gantry, P., Mi lane, Feb 2 at 2.30 33, 
Caroy Ngan 2 ’s inn fields F 

Gawxroerr, Witu1am Davin, ee Feb 18 at 
11.30 Off Rec, County chmbrs, 

Goopvwrs, Josepn Warernovuse, Sheffield, Merchant 
Feb 18 ati2 Off lane, Sheffield 


Reo, 
“pi eres ae a 


He 
at} eae MRE 
“yogi at Of 


Ick eetan ieee N 

3 - Comh Hompert, 

ODRE! ONATHAN, Horwich End, Se rEciey Betige, Deby 
shire, Platelayer Feb 1S at 1 Off Reo, County chmbrs, 


Jones, FREDERICK Lianfair Caerinion, Mont- 
Gent March 2 af 1 Off Ree, 
Rivet Manu- 


FREDERICK, 
xT Feb 17 at 2.90 Off Ree, Pink lane, Neweastle 
ne 
Gants James 8., Cross st, , Merchant Feb 18 at ll 
33, Carey st, Lincoln's inn 
Lovestarr, Zucan, Coningsby, Lines, Baker Feb 19 at 
12.30 Off Ree, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 
Swais, Grong ton, Baker Febi9 ati2 Off Ree, 4, 


Sypexuam, Jony epee mete, Sat Coal 
Aen Bob tb ot 11:50 be Ralleny 


cont Shoe Manufacturer Fed 19 
anne Sauew’ Hahitas. ene toot 11 Off Reo, 
ly 
McGrxy, ‘~~ Cart Owner FebSat? Of 
. Ree, 35, ea Lavra, Cart 
<<, are Feb 17 at 415 


gomery, 
Lepprovart, 
facturer 


as “4 ‘oun, Ni 


Mies, th, 








County Court bidgs, 
ae H Veterinary Sangeon Fed 18 
Muserrave, Anracr, , Yorks, Grocer Feb If at3 
Off Reo, Bank chmbre, Batley . 
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Myers, Morris, Leeds, Slipper Manufacturer Feb 18 at 11 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Parsons, SAMUEL LioneEL, em Dorset, Builder Feb 
19 at 12.45 Off Rec, Sa! wy 4 

Parpps, FrepericK —" en olborn, Saddler Feb 19 
at12 383, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Preston, THomas, ‘Roos in Holderness, Yorks, Beerhouse 
= ; Feb 17 at 11 Off Rec, Trinity House lane, 

u 


Puen, James, Northampton, Solicitor Feb 19 at 2.30 County 
Hall, Northampton 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
sugem, 3 Heyry, om Engineer Northampton 
b 5 
Bracon, F., Southampton st, Sg ge ae Licensed Vic- 
tualler ” High Court Pet Dec Ord Feb 6 
Beynett, Toomas, Llandrindod Wells, Nye gy Radnor- 
shire, Saddler Newtown Pet Feb 
Birt, Hersert Harry, York terr, aliens rd, ll to 
one Shop Keeper High Court Pet Feb 2 
e' 


Birnrey, Witt1AM Srivester, Liecester, Pianoforte Tuner 
Leicester Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Biramey, Witiiam Guy, Veryan, Cornwall, Carpenter 
Truro Pet Jan31 Ord Feb4 

Boptet, Epwarp Cuirrorp, Worthing, Assistant School- 
master Brighton Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Brewer, Reernatp, late Charles st, St James’s High 
Court Pet Dec 30 Ord Feb7 

Cnetrie, Josnva, Bedford, Shoe Manufacturer B2dford 
Pet Jans Ord Feb 6 

Davis, Epwrn, Rock, nr Bewdle 5 ra, Farmer Kidder- 
minster Pet Feb 3 Ord Fe 

Dennis, James, Shaw, Lancs, oad Oldham Pet Jan 24 
Ord Feb 5 

Doy.e, Micuaer, Brighouse, Yorks, Commission Agent 
Halifax Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Epwarps, Caruerrne, and Owen Epwarps, Whites row, 

— is, Cowkeepers High Court Pet Feb6 Ord 
‘eb 6 

Farrant, Wituiam THomas, Ewell, Surrey, Draper Croydon 
Pet Dec Feb 9 

Forster, Tuomas, Oswestry, Salop, Fishmonger Wrexham 
Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 5 


Goopzs, ALrrep Grorce, Newgate st, Tobacco Manufac- 
turer High Court Pet Jan 15 Ord Feb7 

Heat, Henry Toreman, Pentreclwyda, Glam, Collier 
Neath Pet Feb6 Ord Feb6 

Hewerr, Witiiam, Landport, Dairyman Portsmouth 
Pet Feb 5 Ord Feb5 

am Gerorce, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet Dee 16 Ord 

eb 4 

Irvine, Tuomas, and Grorce Lawrie Srvusss, Gracechurch 
st, Ship Agents High Court Pet Dec11 Ord Feb 7 

Jackson, Rosert, Llanymynech, Salop, Timber Merchant 
Wrexham Pet Jan 31 Ord Feb 5 

Kine, Ricuarp Sypxey, Herne femal Kent, Maltster Can- 
terbury Pet Jan 15 Ord Feb 

Lait, Witu1aM ge K, Pande, Norfolk, Tailor 
Norwich Pet Feb6 Ord Feb6 

is, ey rong Halifax, Fruiterer Halifax Pet Feb 5 


McGinn, Danret, Liverpool, Cart Owner Liverpool Pet 
Jan2 Ord Feb 6 

Mires, Joun, Cheltenham, Carpenter Cheltenham Pet 
Feb 4 Ord Feb6 

Myers, Morris, Leeds, Slipper Manufacturer Leeds Pet 
Jan 27 Ord Feb7 

Twincu, Jouy, Anerley, Surrey, Advertisement Canvasser 
Croydon Pet Jan 31 Ord Feb7 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Feb. 17.—Messrs. Drsennam, Tewson, Farmer & Bripce- 
WATER, at the , E.C., at 2 o'clock, Freehold Building 
Estate (see advertisement, Jan. 24, p. 214). 
Feb. 17.—-Messrs. Foster, on the Premises, at One o’clock, 
old Residence (see advertisement, this week, p. 4). 
Feb. 18.—Messys. Futter, Horsey, Sons, "& Cassett, at the 
Mart, E.C., at 2o0’clock, Freehold Land and Properti ies 
see advertisement, Feb. 7, p. 253). 
Feb. > 18. —Messrs. Nonrox, ; Tus, & Gi.pert, at the Mart, 
E.C. -, at 2 o’clock, Leasehold Investments (see advertise 
ments, th this week, P- 4). 


BS en .—Great Saving. —Abstracts Copied « at 
Sixpence per sheet; Drafts, Costs, and Briefs One 
Seer per folio; Deeds En Three Half-pence per 
folio net.—Kerr 4 toe 8, Chichester-rents, by 84, 
Chancery-lane, W 


AW.—A Solicitor of much experience in 








i Conv , Chancery, eng Law, ae” general 

pees as nagin; erk, in 

town; middle aged secondary as — 
Address G. H., ty’ 8, ‘i, Great b Mary ebone-street, w. 





WANTED at Once by a City Firm of con- 

siderable practice, a Junior Conveyancing Clerk 

with jor es oa of Shorthand.—Apply, stating ful! par- 

ticulars to Lx, care of Messrs. D. Wood & Sons, Law 

Stationers, 16, Basinghall-street, E.C. 

ANTED.—Securities for. “several, large 
sums of money waiting Investment on Mortgage, 

rey 34 per cent. (landed estate only), £3,000 to £5,000, 

to 4} per cent. = freehold or leasehold residences or 

places.— Beit, Witiiams, Son, & Co. Land 

Agents, 40, North John-street, Liverpool. 


W ANTED, a Good Engrossing and General 
oat Apaty, © Keen Shee te 

INNEIR 8, 

Swindoe.” If wi — shorthand it would lead to an ri 














ARTNERSHIP.—Wanted to Purchase by 
Solicitor, 8 years managing clerk Meet same firm in 
Lincoln’s-inn, Partnership in an established family and 
conveyancing business in London.—Apply, by letter, to 
R. B., care of Street Brothers, 5, Serle-street, Lincoln’s-inn. 


LERK Wanted to Undertake the Entire 
Management of a ty ig Court Practice; com- 
mencing salary, £150. by letter, stating age and 
qualifications, to A. D., 63, St. Martin’s-lane, Charing-cross. 


M ONEY.-— Householders or Lodgers 
desirous of ob immediate Advances upon their 
Furniture or other negotiable security are invited to calhat 
the offices of the ConsoLipaTep Company, 43, Great Tower- 
street, E.C., and arrange ; Bills of Sale and Executions paid 
out; no fees ; the full sum advanced without deduction ; 
an old-established and genuine firm.—Address, MANAGER. 


REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 


Libraries Valued or Purchased. 


A Large Stock of Second-hand Reports and Text-book 
always on Sale. 


100, CHANCERY LANE & CAREY STREET. 
Ready this day, in large 8vo, handsome cloth, 6s. 


RAILWAY INJURIES: 


In their Medico-Legal and Clinical 
Aspects. 


BY 


H. W. PAGE, M.A., M.C. (Cantab.), F.R.C.S. (Eng. ), 


Surgeon to St. Mary’s Hospital, and Lecturer on Surgery 
in its Medical School. 


London : _CHARLES Grirrixn & Co., Exeter-street, Strand. 


Now ready, price 2s. 6d. 
THE SOLICITOR'S CLERK. 


A Handy Book upon the Work of a 
Solicitor’s Office, with Precise Instructions 
as to the Procedure in Conveyancing 
Matters and the Practice of 
the Courts 


By CHARLES JONES. 
London: ErrincHam Witson & Co., Royal Exchange. 


Price 2s. 6d., post-free. 
ISEASES of the VEINS, more especially 


of Venosity, Varicocele, Hemorrhoids and Varicose 
Veins, and their Medical Treatment. By J. COMPTON 
BURNETT, M.D.—London: James Eprs & Co., 170, 
Piccadilly, and 48, Threadneedle-street. 


Price 1s., post-free. 


NO& and THROAT DISEASES.—By 
GEORGE MOORE, M.D. Revised by Dr. Lennox 
Moors.—London: James Epps & Co., 170, Piccadilly, and 
48, Threadneedle-street. 
OOKS BOUGHT. —To Executors, Solici- 
tors, &c.—HENRY SOTHERAN & CO., 136, 
Strand, and 36, Piccadilly, PURCHASE LIB or 
smaller collections of Books, in town or ry iving the 
utmost value in cash; also value for PRO “re. Ex- 
perienced valuers promptly sent. Removals without trouble 
or expense to sellers. Established 1816. Telegraphic 
Address, Bookmen, London. Code in use, Unicode. 


HAMBERS, Unfurnished, to be Let: 

opposite the Royal Academy, Piccadilly ; ; quiet 

comforta’ bath-room and every convenience.—Apply to 
Mr. Nosss, Housekeeper, 180, Piccadilly, W. 


HE TOWER FURNISHING COMPANY 
(Limited) Supply Goods on, Hire direct from manu- 
facturers ; one, two or three years’ credit, without security. 
Purchasers have the choice of 100 wholesale houses. Call 
or write for Y, eccdiae Address, SzcreTary, 43, Great 
Tower-street, E.C. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE ASS MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, ae of ‘London, &e. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. 
Corporation Robes, phasic nn and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 















































MOBTGAGE Reg Required for £20,000 at 

excellent security ; most, Rose 
Scmpeue~ —F., “London Institution, 
London. 


CLASSES for FINAL and HONOURS EXAMINATION 
are taken personally for two hours each day by 


R. GEO. F. BUGGING (First in First 

Class Honours, Easter, 1880, and Winner ‘> 
Cement ote Prize, and Bi ham Gold Medal). 

Festal Popeater For parti , terms, &c., spcly, ie 89, 


RESULTS.—In January last 17 out of 19 pupils sent up 
passed dnd 3 obtained Honours. During the last eight years 
825 out of 900 pupils sent up have passed, and a large percentage 
have obtained Honours. All prizes awarded in connection with 
the Final have from time to time been won by his pupils, includ. 
ing the Clement’s and Clifford’s-inn and Reardon Prizes, 
Broderip Gold Medal, &c. 


R. J. HARPER SCAIFE (LL.B., Lond., 
Law ener taal at King’s College, Joint-Editor ot 
“The Jurist’) and 


Mr. W. GREENWOOD, 


Barristers-at-Law, continue to PREPARE Candidates for 
the Bar, Solicitors, and LL. B. Examinations in Chambers 
and by Cor ponent li ad tye Kae og ee = 
Specially p rrespondence urses for ese 
Examinations, including a carefully-devised System of 
Memory Aids, which has proved to of great utility to 
upils. Oral’ Classes in chambers for April and June 
oesinstions. —For iculars, successes, and fees, ad- 
dress, 1, Elm-court, Temple. 


YOUNG MARRIED MEDICAL MAN, 
living in a beautiful valley of the Lake District, four 
miles from Lake Windermere, has now a Vacancy for a 
Patient (mental case, dipsomania, or otherwise) or Boarder. 
Private sitting room ; man-servant ; every comfort ; riding, 
driving, pe on a ; terms, inclusive, £500 per: annum ; 
ened references. _ dress or telegrams, Dr. Garman, 
Crosthwaite, 


ESIDENT PATIENTS.—A List of Medical 
Men in all parts willing to receive into their homes 
Resident Patients, together with a full description of the 
accommodation offered, terms, &c., can be without 
a from Mr. G. B. SrockeEr, 8, Lancaster-place, Strand, 

















NINETEENTH CENTURY BUILDING 


SOCIETY, 
Adelaide-place, London Bridge, E.C. 


Drrecrors : 
Henry Watpemar Lawrence, J.P., Chairman. 
Marx H. June, A.R.1.B.A. 
Miss Brpper. 
ArtTHuR CoHEN, Q.C. 
F. . Harpcastie, F.S.1. 
Miss Orme. 
Henry Rurr. 


Shares £10, interest 5 coset. 


Depeas see ame ty pag heave t) at short notice. 
Advances promptly a on freehold or leasehold pro- 
perty. Scale c of po ay legal and survey charges, very 
Se ip free. 
FREDERICK LONG, Manager. 
HE NATIONAL PROVINCIAL TRUS- 
TEES AND ASSETS CORPORATION, LIMITED 
Is prepared to act as TRUSTEE for DEBENTURE 
HOLDERS, and to receive proposals for LOANS, the 
PURCHASE of ASSETS and the ISSUE of SHARES in 
sound COMMERCIAL UNDERTAKINGS, or GUARAN- 
TEEING DEBENTURES and other SECURITIES. 
CHARLES NORRIS, Secretary. 
Offices, 11, Queen Victoria-street, London, E.C. 


[LAY UNION FIRE and LIFE INSU- 
RANCE COMPANY. 


EsTaBLISHED IN THE YEAR 1854. 











Chief Office— 
126, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 


Branch— 
1, ROYAL EXCHANGE BUILDINGS, E.C. 
Lire Department. 

Special attention is drawn to the following features :— 

1. The Reversionary Bonus added to Policies on yo 
lives at the last ye of $F Was equal to the widest 
the premium the Quinquennium. 

2. Whole orld a nconditional Policies granted with- 
out extra premium except in 

3. Claims are payable imm: 


title. 
Finz Department. 
_ Private Houses and Ecclesiastical 


cases. 
tely on proof of death and 


Household Furniture in — ad similar construction 
insured pea a ium of 2s. 
— and Life a 
a purchased Annuities granted. 
Prospectuses and every information may be obtained 


R. GRANT WATSON, 
General Manager and Secretary. 


Valuat 


HE 


COMM 


